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I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on 
April 29, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for the 
meetinq, a series of questions to· be explored (Appendix B), back­
qround information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public 
comments received (Appendix D) were provided to each participant. 
PUblic comments received subsequent to the meetinq are included 
in Appendix E of this report. 

Mr. Moore served as workshop coordinator and panelists were asked 
to freely express their opinions as individual experts and not as 
representatives of an aqency or orqanization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and 
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
A tape recordinq of the entire seven (7) hour session is avail­
able for review at the Commission's offices. Since different 
opinions were offered by pane~sts, the report also at~mpts to 
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion 
points and recommendations. 

Recommendations are described throuqhout the text in bold and are 
numbered sequentially. Because this particular workshop was the 
first in a series held by the Commission, each recommendation 
beqins ·with the number 1. For ease of reference, a table has 
also been prepared which identifies ea~h recommendation presented 
by one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es­
timates of the resources and time needed to carry out the recom­
mendation and other information which the Commission may wish to 
consider when decidinq which recommendations should be pursued. 

III. PRE-WORKSHOP MEETING 

On April 8, 1992, Mr. Moore and other members of the Commission's 
staff met with James Hall, Assistant commissioner of the Depart­
ment of Environmental Protection and Enerqy (DEPE) and represen­
tatives of the Divisions of Fish, Game , Wildlife and Parks , 
Forestry to seek aqreement on certain principles which miqht help 
to f.ocus the panel's policy discussion. The results of this 
meetinq are conveyed in an April 9, 1992 letter from Mr. Stokes 
to Mr. Hall (Appendix F). 
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In general, the panel concurred with the quiding principles that 
emerged from the April 8 meeting, with one exception. Three 
panel members stated that policy statement number three, which 
refers to taking steps to avoid user conflicts on public lands, 
should be regarded as a standard rather than 'a policy statement. 

IV. Key Discussion Points and Recommendations 

A. Health of the Industry 

Because so little information exists on the industry, panelists 
were not able to offer any specific data which suggested that the 
industry was prospering or failing in the Pinelands, or that the 
Pinelands Plan was having a positive, neutral, or negative ef­
fect. 

A number of different opinions, however, were expressed on the 
status of the industry and one panel member felt that the in­
dustry is not prospering as it was in the early 1980's, primarily 
because of perceived, and some real, problems with the Comprehen­
sive Management Plan (CMP). One other panel member suggested 
that if the Commission was to consider significant policy changes 
in response to concerns about the industry's health, some method 
to objectively judge its health must be developed. 

Three possible studies were identified to judge how the industry 
is faring, and although most panelists believed they could be in­
formative, concerns were expressed about measuring and interpret­
ing qualitative data. Panel members also noted that the lack of 
quantitative data maintained by DEPE would make these and many 
other stUdies difficult to carry out. 

Finally, several panel members expressed the opinion that commis­
sion staff and monetary resources might be better devoted to 
other recommendations than to these types of stUdies •. 

aecommendation 1.01 Analyze trends in sawmill production. 
If data could be collected for both the pre- and post-CMP periods 
and also could be disagqregated for Pinelands and non-Pine lands 
areas, this study might illustrate whether the CMP has had a 
positive, negative or neutral effect on the industry. Such a 
study would need to control for changes in the industry, includ­
ing demand for different types of timber products and the loca­
tion of mills relative to the supply of raw products. 

Several means of conducting surrogate analyses were presented by 
panelists, including a comparative analysis of the number of new 
sawmills relative to acreage under farmland assessment and an 
analysis of the annual percentages of Pinelands forestry applica­
tions which have been approved. 
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Recommendation 1.02 Analyze trends in the use ot wood products. 
This would entail some type of surveying.methodology to elicit 
intormation on wood products use by boat builders, home builders, 
homeowners, etc., for the pre- and post-Pinelands Plan period. A 
methodology would also need to be developed to control for 
changes in demand for different types of timber products and to 
determine whether Pinelands sources are increasing or decreasing 
on a relative basis. 

R.commendation 1.03 Analyze trends in the number ot woodcutters 
operatinq in the Pin.lands. 
Such a study should address shares in Pinelands and non-Pinelands 
areas for both the pre- and post-CMP periods. No method for sur­
veyinq past time periods was offered. 

B. CMP Forestry Standards 

Discussion on CMP forestry standards was wide ranging; however, 
there did appear to be general agreement that many standards 
themselves, or their implications, are misunderstood. 

Some panelists expressed the opinion that the Commission should 
rely more upon the forestry expertise within DEPE and others ex­
pressed the view that conservation objectives, more than specific 
harvesting and reforestation practices, were, appropriately, the 
focus of the Commission's review. 

Two different perspectives seemed to evolve in this and other 
discussions. One was that professional foresters are capable of 
managing forest resources and the other was that traditional 
forest management practices often do not account for other 
natural resource management objectives • 

• ecommendation 1.04 Permit torest manaqement practices unless 
ezpressly prohibited. 
One panel member recommended that the CMP be amended to permit 
any forest management practice which isn' t prohibited in the 
Plan. The purpose would be to require the Commission to specifi­
cally prohibi t those practices which it finds to be obj ec­
tionable; thus, any other practice, whether or not the Commission 
has evaluated it, would be permitted. Other members of the panel 
did not express specific support for this recommendation. 

R.commendation 1.05 Tailor retorestation standards to the land 
use tollowinq harvesting. 
One panel member suggested that the CMP be amended to permit a 
variety of reforestation practices, depending on the land use 
which is proposed following harvesting. For example, this could 
allow for different reforestation of a site to be developed as a 
recreation area than might be the case for a site which will 
remain in woodland use. Some panel members thought that such a 
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policy should be instituted only when the end-users are techni­
cally competent in forest management practices. Several 
panelists felt that the CMP should not include specific refores­
tation standards tailored to specific land uses. 

aecommendation 1.06 Undertake a study to develop best management 
practices for harvesting and reforestation in the Pinelands. 
There was general consensus that such a study could evaluate the 
full range of harvesting and reforestation techniques and iden­
tify those that are preferred in the Pinelands. There was no 
discussion as to whether these best management practices. should 
be implemented through regulatory measures. 

aecommendation 1.07 Amend the CXP to permit the use of her­
bicide. to aid in the re-establishment of harvested cedar stan­
dard •• 
Cedar regeneration was described as problematic because of deer 
browsing and competition from other plant species. Herbicide use 
can help in cedar re-establishment. There was general consensus 
among panel members that, if regulations were carefully 
developed, herbicide use could be permitted in a manner which 
does not seriously jeopardize other natural resource objectives. 

aecommendation 1.08 aelax reforestation standards to permit 
non-native plants in areas already dominated ..by non-native 
vegetation. 
One panelist suggested that loblolly and white pines could be 
considered "native" Pinelands trees. However,· other panelists 
disagreed with this view. The recommendation w~ich evolved from 
.the discussion was that loblolly, white pines, and possibly other 
non-native species be permitted only when reforesting areas al­
ready dominated by non-native trees planted years ago (e. g. , 
Civilian Conservation Corps plantings). Cultural and possible 
wildlife benefits were cited in support of the recommendation. 

Many panelists stated their position that the use of non-native 
trees be limited, particularly in the Preservation Area. Al­
though establishment of an acreage limit was discussed, it was 
not supported by the panel. There was a general consensus that 
the CMP could be amended to permit the use of non-native trees, 
outside the Preservation Area, when associated with existing 
non-native stands. One panel member expressed the opinion that 
the question of native vs. non-native species is not an issue for 
the forestry industry. 

aecommendation 1.09 aelax reforestation standards to permit 
non-native plants in areas which are visible to the public. 
As an outgrowth of Recommendation 1.08, it was also suggested by 
one panelist that the CMP could be amended to permit use of non­
native trees to reforest state lands which are visible to the 
public. The primary purpose would be ":0 reforest areas more 
quickly, thereby improving aesthetics. 
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There was no consensus on this recommendation. 

Recommendation 1.10 Commission staff should inform foresters and 
other industry members of interpretations of the CHP which affect 
fore.t manaqement. 
CMP requlations must be interpreted from time to time as unusual 
circumstances arise, yet two panelists indicated that interpreta­
tions which affect forest management are not well known by prac­
titioners. It was suggested that better communication of these 
interpretations could avoid unnecessary delays and confusion when 
applicants are preparinq forestry proposals. No panel member 
voiced concern about this proposal. 

Recommendation 1.11 Commission staff should increase follow-up 
in.pections on properties which are clear cut to ensure that 
proper reforestation practices are beinq followed. 
TWo panelists expressed concern that clear cutting sites are not 
being reforested and that Commission staff need to more closely 
monitor these sites. This was coupled with a recommendation to 
strengthen reforestation requirements associated with clear cuts 
(see Recommendation 1.19). No objections to this recommendation 
were. expressed • 

• ecommendation 1.12 Clarify the .eaninq of the CXP standard 
which require. that access to harvestinq sites be "direct." 

.Two panelists indicated that CMP requlations are not clear as to 
what the direct access requirement means. Since this is confus­
ing to applicants, it was recommended that the 'requirement be 
clarified in the requlations. No objections were expressed by 
other panelists. 

Recommendation 1.13 Eliminate the requirement for permission 
fro. property owners whose lands are to be crossed. 
TWo members urged that the CMP be amended to eliminate this 
requirement, which is an unnecessary burden. The opposite view 
was expressed by other panelists who felt that an applicant who 
intends to cross someone else's property should be required to 
obtain consent. 

c. Pinelands Permitting Procedures 

In discussing permitting procedures relative to forestry 
proposals, there appeared to be general agreement that private 
forestry activities are relatively low profit ventures and that 
steps to reduce the costs associated with the preparation of 
forestry proposals would be worthwhile if natural resource goals 
are not compromised. It was how this latter issue could be best 
resolved that prevented a consensus on many of the following 
recommendations. 
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aecommendation 1.14 Commission sta~~ should assist forestry ap­
plic&Dts in conductiDq cultural resource surveys when needed. 
One member indicated that cultural resource surveys are time con­
suminq and are expensive for private forestry applicants in terms 
of the economic return from a harvest. In some cases, these 
costs are prohibitive. One other panel member stated that 
lengthy delays in development review are created by applicants 
not fully completinq applications. A third panel member stated 
that incomplete applications often result from applicants' 
limited resources to address the many technical requirements of 
the application. 

aaaa.aendation 1.15 Commission sta~~ should assist forestry ap­
plic&Dts iD coDductiDq ~eat8Ded and endaDqere4 species surveys. 
This recommendation was offered for private forestry applicants 
for the same reasons as Recommendation 1.14 • 

• aco_endation 1 • .1' The co_iss ion shoulA identify areas 
throuqhout the Pinelands which are suitable for harvestinq and 
don't require cultural resource surveys or threatened and endan­
qered species assessments. 
This was presented by one panel member as an al ternati ve to 
Recommendations 1.14 and 1.15. It was not discussed by other 
panel members. 

aaco_endation 1.17A Simplify and streamline the deveJ,opment 
review process by redefininq.forestry as somethinq other than 
davelopment. 
Several panel members expressed the concern that ,the current per­
mittinq process for forestry is cumbersome, time-consuminq and 
expensive. Since the economic return from woodcuttinq is small, 
the current process was felt by some panelists to be a substan­
tial disincentive to forestry in the Pinelands. 

Few specifics were presented as to how this would be accomplished 
or what a streamlined and simplified review process might entail. 
Other panelists expressed concern that multiple natural resource 
obj ecti ves, such as the protection of rare plant and animal 
habi tats, would be ignored if a total exemption from the 
Pinelands review process were qranted. Even though it was not 
clear what a streamlined permitting process would entail, there 
was discussion about municipalities' roles in the review of 
forestry applications. Two possible approaches were presented: 

1. Bliminate the municipal review of forestry applications; 

2. Allow municipalities to exempt forestry from municipal per­
mittiDq requirements. 

One panelist recommended that the CMP be amended to preclude 
municipal review. Other panelists asked whether municipalities 
should be given the option of exempting forestry applications 
from their review as an alternative to an outright prohibition of 
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municipal reviews. Although Pinelands Commission review would 
remain in place, 'such an optional provision would allow 
municipalities which are not well equipped to conduct these 
reviews or which are satisfied that Pinelands reviews are com­
prehensive to eliminate duplicative, time consuming and costly 
reviews at the local level. Alternatively, this approach could 
permit municipalities to engage forestry professionals who would 
assume review responsibility. No panelist expressed strong op­
position to this latter alternative • 

•• cGmm8Ddation 1.17B ~. Commission should delegat. its forestry 
per.ait r.vi .. and enforcement r.sponsibility to DBPB. 
One panelist expressed concern that the Commissi-on' s review 
process is not efficient because it relies, in large part, on 
secondary sources of site data and because the Commission has 
limited authority to enforce CMP requirements. Consequently, the 
panelist recommended that the Commission delegate to DEPE the 
authori ty to review forestry proposals and enforce Pinelands 
forestry requirements as an alternative to simplifying the cur­
rent process. 

It was explained that the Forest Stewardship·' program, adminis­
tered by the New Jersey Bureau of Forest Management in coopera­
tion with a number of other state and federal agencies, could 
provide the framework within which such a delegation of authority 
could work. In the program, a stewardship management plan is 
prepared by a landowner and reviewed by a state stewardship com­
mittee. Upon acceptance, a stewardship certificate and.siqn are 
presented to the landowner. Enrollment in the program also 
qualifies a land owner for financial assistance for management 
plan preparation as well as on-the-qround technical services. 

Although specific details as to how Pinelands forestry standards 
would be applied and enforced were not discussed, it was recom­
mended that, if a delegation of authority to DEPE is considered, 
arrangements .be made to ensure that the Commission can exercise 
oversight to ensure adherence to Pinelands standards • 

•• commendation 1.18 Bliainate the review of forestry applica­
tions by the Pinelands ~orestry Advisory committee. 
One panelist expressed the opinion that the review of forestry 
proposals by the Pinelands Forestry Advisory Committee largely 
duplicates the review process followed by DEPE when considering 
forest management proposals on state lands. One other panel mem­
ber objected to this comment by stating that the Forestry Ad­
visory Committee has facilitated communication between the Com­
mission and DEPE and that its review of forestry applications is 
needed. 
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D. Natural Resource Concerns 

The panel had a wide ranging discussion of broad forest manage­
ment practices which directly or indirectly affect forestry prac­
tices. Most of the discussion and the following recommendations 
focused on fire management, plant and animal habitats and par­
ticularly important resources such as the Pine Plains and Atlan­
tic white cedar stands • 

• ecommendation 1.19 Analyze the environmental effects of clear­
cutting and establish standards to lassen adverse impacts. 
As an outgrowth of Recommendation 1.11, two panel members ex­
pressed concern that clearcutting may result in significant en­
vironmental impacts, particularly if proper reforestation prac­
tices are not followed. In order to develop better harvesting 
and reforestation practices (e.g., minimum and maximum sizes, 
screens, forest connectors), it was recommended that a study of 
clearcutting impacts and measures to mitigate negative impacts be 
undertaken. One other panelist objected to this recommendation 
and stated that it would result in overregulation of the forestry 
industry • 

• ecommendation 1.20 Examine the ecological effects of fire 
aanag .. ent practices on threatened or endangered plant and animal 

. apecie •• 
One panelist stated that there has been little research on the 
impacts 'of forest fire management activities on habitats for rare 
plants and animals. Although no specifics as to how such a study 
should be organized and conducted were presented, the recommenda­
tion was offered as a means to identify how fire management prac­
tices might be refined to avoid adverse impacts or to promote 
more positive benefits on the continuing survival of rare plant 
and animal communities • 

• ecommendation 1.21 Develop environmentally based quidelines for 
pre.cribed burning. 
As an outgrowth of Recommendation 1.20, it was suggested by one 
panelist that prescribed burning practices may result in sig­
nificant environmental impacts. If these practices were analyzed 
from an environmental standpoint, it might be possible to estab­
lish a clear set of quidelines which allow the need to be objec­
tively assessed and which regulate fire intensity, frequency and 
location. The panel did not discuss the .pros and cons of this 
recommendation • 

• ecommendation 1.22 Develop a joint DEPE/Pinelands commission 
policy on fire management in the Pine Plains and adopt implement­
ing regulations. 
Because fire plays suc~ a pivotal role in the maintenance of the 
Pine Plains and recent studies bave suggested a decline in fire 
cycles, it was recommended by one panelist that a comprehensive 
policy on fire management in and around the Plains be developed. 
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Although there did not appear to be opposition to the recommenda­
tion, consensus was not reached among the panelists on fire 
management objectives and techniques for the Plains. For ex­
ample, concerns were expressed that "managed" wildfire may not be 
feasible due to public safety concerns. It was also suggested 
that other'techniques (e.g., mowing) might accomplish the same 
end results as wildfires. 

It was recommended that such a policy should: 

1) Identify a fireshed in which development would be 
restricted; 

2) Identify means to prohibit or limit encroachment of develop­
ment into the area; 

3) Identify incentives and disincentives so as to avoid 
development in the area; 

4) Define the types of fires which should be encouraged and the 
conditions under which they would be permitted to occur; 

5) Address how public safety and liability conc'erns will be 
handled; 

6) Consider alternative management techniques if public safety 
and liability issues remain; and 

7) Consider possible a1r quality impacts of the policy. 

Recommendation 1.23 Develop a comprehensive cedar policy for the 
pin.lands. 
A consensus was reached that a comprehensive cedar management 
policy for the Pinelands should be developed in cooperation with 
DEPE and forest management representatives. The policy would 
need to address: 

1) the diversity and extent of cedar swamps in the Pinelandsi 
and 

2) appropriate management strategies relative to harvesting and 
reforestation. 

It was recognized that some policy details could not be fully ar­
ticulated until additional research is completed. 

Recommendation 1.24 Conduct a pilot cedar management program. 
It was also recommended by several panelists that a pilot program 
to identify and manage approximately ten cedar sites might be 
helpful in evaluating various harvesting and reforestation tech­
niques. Such a program would involve joint meetings of DEPE, 
Plnelands and industry r~presentati ves to select sites, prepare 
harvesting and managemen~plans, develop methods to assess en-
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vironmental impacts and quicken the permit review process. With 
regard to harvesting and management, one panelist recommended 
that attention needs to be focused on steps to ensure regenera­
tion of harvested sites with appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 

Although the results of this program could assist in 'the develop­
ment of a comprehensive cedar policy, it would not address all 
aspects of cedar management, such as the extent to which cedar 
acreage should be increased, how that might be accomplished and 
how diversity of stands might be encouraged • 

•• co ... ndation 1.25 Th. co .. ission should seek comments from 
varioua DBPB offic.s on state forest aauagament plans. 
Even though the broad elements of a forest management policy can 
be enunciated, the lack of consensus within DEPE on site specific 
management proposals and the need to resolve sometimes contradic­
tory management objectives were discussed. It was also noted 
that DEPE has yet to prepare comprehensive forest management 
plans for state parks and forests. 

This recommendation was offered by one panel member as a means to 
foster greater communication within DEPE relative to fish, 
wildlife, natural heritage, forest fire, forestry and recrea­
tional interests in each state park and forest. One member op­
posed this recommendation on the basis that such a formal ap­
proach with Commission involvement is inappropriate and that in­
formal consultation should occur within DEPE. Another' member 
stated that informal consultation has not proven to be effective 

. and does not necessarily lend itself to making informed judgments 
on contradictory management objectives. 

V. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

One individual suggested tha~ forestry should be viewed as more 
than just harvesting and that forestry standards should address 
biological impacts and avoid extraneous considerations, such as' 
civil issues dealing with access to land. The Commission was 
urged to require Pinelands municipalities to pursue good forest 
management and to pay more attention to private forestry opera­
tions. The individual, also expressed displeasure that the 
workshop did not focus more on incentives to encourage landowners 
to undertake forestry activities. 

Another individual indicated that the final decision on forestry 
applications should remain in the hands of the Commission, with 
the assistance of technical experts. 
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F ores try W kh or s op R d f ecommen a Ions 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

Heallh of Forest 1.01 Analyze trends in production from sawmills Study 6wm-P - o Difficqlt to disaggregate Pines and non-
Resources Industry Pines shares 

o Production information may be difficult, 
if not impossible, to obtain, particularly 
for pre-Pines period 

. 0 Difficult to account for changing market 
conditions 

o Isolated events may skew results because 
of small number of sawmills 

1.02 Analyze trends in use of wood products Study 6wm - P - o Data may not be available 
o May be impossible to disaggregate Pines 

from non-Pines data 

1.03 Analyze trends in the number of woodcutters Study 4wm-P - o No method to obtain pre-Pines data has 
been identified 

o Without accounting for size of operations 
and volume, information would have little 
value 

CMP Forestry 1.04 Permit forest management practices unless CMP N/A N/A o Permits practices where the pros and cons have 
Standards expressly prohibited not been evaluated 

o Sets precedent for blanket approvals of 
other practices and land uses 

(I) Recommendations offered by one or more panel members are listed whether or not they were discussed in detail or whether or not they were supported by 
other panelists. 

(2) Three types of Commission actions are noted; "CMP" denotes a CMP amendment; "Study" denotes more than a nominal amount of time for analysis; and 
"Admin." denotes action without an amendment or study. 

(3) The "Estimate of Resources" is an approximation of staff or monetary resources that would be needed. Estimates are not presented for CMP amendments. 

(4) Staff resources are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amount of staff time necessary to complete the task) by office. Offices are indicated as 
follow's: P . Planning; S . Science; DR . Development Review; and PP - I'ublic "rograms. No entries are presented for less than I work month. 

(5) Monetary entries are very preliminary estimates of costs associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring of additional staff. No entries are 
given if co~ts are expected to be le~s than $1,000. 

(6) Nolc~ represent staff comments which may be relevant to the Commission's evaluation of the recommendations. 



F t W kh oreslry or s op R d f ecommen a tons 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

1.05 Tailor reforestation standards to the CMP N/A N/A o Specific standards for a multiplicity of 
land use following harvesting succeeding uses may be difficult to develop 

o General provision may he administratively 
possible but would foster debate unless 
coupled with Recommendation 1.06 

, 

) J)6 Develop best management practices for Study 6wm -S - o Ecological and natural resource goals 
harvesting and reforestation 2wm -DR can be considered 

1.07 Permit herbicide use to aid in re-establishment CMP N/A N/A o Permitted now on an occasional basis 
of harvested cedar stands o Policy/standard can reconcile production 

and natural resource goals 

1.08 Relax reforestation standards to permit CMP N/A N/A o Need for intensive management of non-
non-native plants in areas already native species should be considered 
dominated by non-native vegetation 

1.09 Relax reforestation standards to permit non- CMP N/A N/A o Permitting non-native species in public 
native plants in areas visible to the public areas calls into question general policy 

to discourage non-native species 

. (I) Recommendalions offered by one or more panel members arc lisled whelher or not they were discussed in detail or whether or notlhey were supporled by 
olher p:lIlclisI5. 

(2) '1llree Iypes 01 Commission actions arc noled: .. eM .... denoles a eMI' amendmenl; "Sludy" denoles more Ihan a nominal amounl oC lime Cor analysis; and 
"Admin." denoles aclion wilhout an amend men I or sludy. 

(:.') llle "Eslimale of Resonrces" is an approximation of slaff or monetary resources Ihal would be needed. Estimales arc nol presenled Cor CMP amendments. 

(4) Siaff resources arc shown in work monlhs (wm) (Ihe approximate amounl of slaff time necessary 10 eomplele Ihe lask) by office. Offices arc indicaled as 
Collo' .... s: P . Planning; S . Science; DR . Development Review; and PI' - Public Programs. No entries are presenled Cor less Ihan 1 work month. 

(5) Monelary enlries arc very preliminary eslimales of cosls associaled wilh a co,lsulling conlracl or wilh the hiring oC addilional staff. No entries are 
given iC cosls ar" ex peeled 10 be less than $1,000. 

(6) Noles represenl slaff commenls which may be relevanllo the Commission's evaluation of the.recommendalions. 



F orestry W kh or s op R ecommen d f a lOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

1.10 Inform forest resource industry of CMP Admin. - - o Can b~nefit CMP compliance and 
interpretations which affect forestry permitting process 

o Not difficull or costly 10 do if (lfllclicc 
is nol eXlended 10 other industries and 
organizations 

1.11 Increase follow-up inspections on clear Admin. lwm - DR - o Staff inspections in other areas would 
cuts to ensure proper reforestation be reduced slightly 
practices o After-the-fact problems difficult to 

resolve with current authorities 

1.12 Clarify meaning of standard which requires CMP N/A N/A o Clarification might enhance compliance 
access to harvesting sites be "direct" 

1.13 Eliminate requirement for permission from CMP N/A N/A o Eliminating CMP requirement does not 
other property owners whose land is to eliminate woodcutter's legal obligation 
be crossed o Adjoining property owners might seek 

damages from the Commission 

(t) Renlllllllel\llali"n. "I £ere.! hy (Inc or lII"r,- I.and lIIellll",. S :u·c Ihle.1 whdhc:r or nol IIll'y werc ,li,:cIl9ged in detail or whclher or not they were 8111'l'orte,1 hy 
nlher (laneli .... 

(2) Three types 01 Commission actions are nOled: "CMP" denotes a CMI' amendment; "Study" denotes more than a nominal amount oC time Cor analysis; and 
"Admin." denoles action wilhout an amendment or sludy. 

(3) 111e "Eslim:lle 01 Resources· is an al'l'rllxim:llilln 01 staff or monetary resources thai would be needed. Estimates are not presented Cor eMI' amendments. 

(4) Slarr resources are shown in work monlhs (wm) (the approximate amount 01 slarr time necessary to complete the task) by office. Offices are indicated as 
lollows: P - Planning; S - Science; DR - Developmenl Review; and PI' - Puhlic I'mgr:ulls. No enlries arc presented fllr less than I work month. 

(5) Monelary enlries are very preliminary eslimales 01 cosls associ:llcd with a consulting contract or wilh the hiring of additional staIr. No entries are 
given if coslS arc expecled 10 be less Ihan $1,000. 

(6) Nolcs rcprc~enl ,laU commenls which may be rclevanlto the Commission's evaluation 01 the recommendations. 



F ores ry or s op t W kh R d f ecommen a Ions 

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members{l) Action(2) 

Permitting 1.14 Provide staff assistance to forestry applicants Admin. 
Procedures in conducting cultural resource surveys 

1.15 Provide staff assistance to forestry applicants Admin. 
- in conducting threatened/endangered 

plant and animal surveys 

1.16 Identify areas suitable for harvesting and Admin. 
which don't require cultural-resource or 
threatened/endangered species surveys 

(I) Mcrumnu:u.I.III"". "Ucreoll,), lin ... II' nll"C' I.aue-Iuu: .. , ... · •• ale II-h.od ¥Iohetl .. .:, Hf .u, IIIe.-, were diu".IIC" In dc •• U 01 ",,11I:lhcr tt' "nllhe, WCIC ."1 ....... ",. It, 
I"her ,'Aueliah. 

(I) 11.'l:c In"". "( '""lUluh.I,'n •• ,1""1 .,C AliiI'd; "C""'- "' .. nul.:. III t:M.· anu:ud.uenl. "'Slud(" denula mOle , ....... omlnalamount oflhnc 10. analrlai 8 .. d 
. -AdAliA.- dcnolc-a .(lion .... i'houl.R amendment OIl11aud),. 

(J) 111c -(;.aliou,le of "nouHn- i, III" .r .... O.imaliuA of II"U or monel.ry reluyuelUII.t wnu'" be necdcd. (!.In .... la .rc .. ot prl:Knled fur CMr amcruJmcul •. 

(4) 51.II.elOyren arc .hown in .... ,OIk moalh. (~ .. m) (the approaimate amount oI,.,U time nceen.rylo complete the ..... ) by office. Office. arc Indig,lcd a. 
folio"",,: , . Flannin,; S . Sdcncci DR . Ocvelopmcnl Review. and rp . Public Proeraml. No cnlria .,e prCKAlcd for Int Ih.n I WOI II. munlh. 

(S) . Monel .. ry cnlrin au: VCI) r.climin"ry nlimalu of COli, auoci .. tcd .... ,ilh a comuhine conlracl or wilh Ihe hirin, of additionalalaU. No enldel arc 
Ii, en" COlla ale expellcd 10 be leu tllan 11,000. 

(6) Hotn fCp,,",cnlllalf commcnl, .... ·hich m .. y be fclevanltO the Commiuion'l evalualion 01 the rccommendalloQL 

, 

. 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff( 4) $$$(5) 

2wm/yr.- P -

. 

2wm/yr.- DR -

4wm- P -
4wm-DR 

I 

Notes(6) 

o Only 18 forestry applications were received 
in 1991 

o Cultural resource surveys are required 
on a very infrequent basis 

o Each survey would require approximately 
2 to 3 weeks of staff time 

o Sets precedent for other applicants to 
seek help 

o Although a majority of applicants are 
required to check state natural heritage 
records, less than one-quarter ultimately 
need to do anything further 

o The level of additional survey, when 
needed, is variable according to the species 
and site conditions. Surveys may require 
up to 10 work days 

o Sets precedent for other applicants to 
seck help 

o Absent the prehistoric site predictive 
model (only partially completed due to lack 
of funding), this is virtually impossible to 
accomplish for cultural resources 

o Since threatened & endangered species 
inventories are continually updated as a 
result of field work, this would be outdated 
shortly after completion 

o Alternative to Recommendations 
1.14 and 1.15 
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Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) 

1.17A Simplify & streamline review process by CMP 
redefining forestry as something other than 
development 

I. Eliminate municipal review of forestry 
applications 

2. Allow municipalities to exempt foreslry CMP 
from municipal permitting requirements 

1.17B Delcgatc forestry pcrmit and enforcement Admin.! 
rcsponsihility to DEPE CMP 

1.18 Eliminate review of applications hy Admin. 
Pinelands Forestry Advisory Committee 

Natural Rcsource 
. 

1.19 Analyzc environmental effects of dearculling Study/ 
Concerns and estilhlish standards to lessen adverse CMP 

impacts 

1.20 Examine ecological effects of fire management Study 
practices on threatened/endangered plants 
and animals . 

(I) itCC(lRU"ItR.bl'uua uUcrrJ 10, one I" Ultlte rand UlclIll>(;n .,e liilled whether or nul 'he)' WtlC dia(u.~cd i .. "d.b or whether Ill" ant tlIC), ~'IC .""I" .. lelll., 
PIller ('ORueli.h. 

(1) 11.,,:c l)'l-ci 0' ,'"JURlI .. h," .,llc.na .,C ou.(".I: "l:MI'" ... cnut ..... t.:MI' amendllwnli -:ilud(' 4cnulci more Ih .... "omln.lamount of lime ".,. ana.,.lli and 
-"dmln," denote. adlon ... ·itbou. an amcndmenl or Ilud,. 

(.) 51&U resouren .re ,ho~", in work month. ( ..... n) (the &(IproJlimate .ntount 01 II.ff lime neee ... ry 10 complcle lhe t'lk) by oIIke. Offlcu arc Indiated •• 
'0110""': , • 'bnnin,. 5 . Science, DR • Devclo('lmenl Review; and " • rublic Pcoaraml. No enlric:a .re praeDlcellor leu ,h •• I work mORlh. 

(S) Monet&1) enlnel arc "cry r.dimin&1")' cilimaici 01 (0"" u.ocialed with a (onlullin, conl .. cl or .... ilh Ibe hinnl of additionalt.aU. No enlrie. a.e 
,i"'cn if Cot" arc expecled 10 be te .. Ihan 11.000. 

(6) NolC1 ,cp,cienl ,t~f( C('mme-nll ",I.idl InolY tIC rcic\'oInlln IIIC~: CHlllIlliuion', evaluation of Ihe ,ccommcn,htinnl. 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff( 4) $$$(5) 

N/A N/A 

Iwm - S -
2wm - DR 

- -

12wm - S -

12wm - S -
. 

Notes(6) 

o Problems (olher Ihan Ihose addressed by 
olher recommendalions) need 10 be defined. 

o AI Ihis poinl, il is unclear exactly whal 
is 10 he accomplished 

o Is conlrary to permitting framework eSIablished 
in the Pinelands Protection Act 

o Likely to he opposed by municipalilies 

o If coupled wilh CMP amendmenl 10 eSlab-
lish direci Commission permitting process, 
this could slreamline the process 

o Uncertain how many municipalities would 
opt to exempt forestry 

o Legal authority needs to he explored 
o Uncertain how natural resource concerns 

would he handled 

o Forestry eommillee would continue to review 
only state management plans 

o Some preliminary work on cedar already 
done 

o Research proposal on cedar pending before 
MAB program deals wilh cedar managemenl 
(including c1ean;ulling) on a regional basis 

o Does not address broader natural resource 
implications of fire management 
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Estimate 

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(J) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) . 

1.21 Develop environmentally based guidelines Study 6wm-S - o May fle difficult to implement if not set 
for prescribed burning forth in regulations 

o Consensus with various DEPE officcs may 
be difficult to reach 

1.22 Develop joint DEPEIPinelands Commission Admin./ 4wm-S - o Reconciling natural resource and public 
policy on fire management in the Pine CMP lwm - DR safety objectives may be difficult 
Plains and adopt implementing regulations 

1.23 Develop a comprehensive cedar policy for Admin.? 4wm-S - o Establishment of a broad policy may provide 
the Pinelands a good framework for more detailed 

research to be undertaken and standards 
to be developed 

o Research proposal pending before EPA may 
represent a viable alternative 

1.24 Conduct a pilot cedar management program Study ?4wm - S -
?4wm - DR 

1.25 Seek comments from various DEPE offices Admin. - - o Might encourage DEPE offices to consult 
on state forest management plans early in plan formulation 

o Some DEPE offices may be reluctant to submit 
independent comments 

(1) Recommendations offered by one or more panel members arc listed whether or not they were discussed in detail or whether or not they were supported by 
other panelists. 

(2) lliree types of Commission actions arc noted: "CMI)" denotes a CMP amendment; "Study" denotes more than a nominal amount of time for analysis; and 
"Admin." denotes action without lin amendment or study. 

(3) The "Estimate of Resources" is an approximation of staff or monetary resources that would be needed. Estimates are not presented for CMP amendments. 

(-t) Staff resources are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amount of stafr time necessary to complete the task) by office. Offices arc indicated as 
follows: P - ('Ianning; S - Science; OR - Development Review; and 1'1' -J'ublic Programs. No entries arc presented for less than 1 work month. 

(5) Monetary entries arc very preliminary estimates of costs associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring of additional staff. No entries arc 
gi\'en if costs arc expected to be less than $1,000. 

(6) Notes represent staff comments which may be relevant to the Commission's evaluation of the recommendations. 
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"Forestry in the Pinelands" Meeting 
List of Participants 

Name of Participant 

G. Lester Alpaugh 

James Rozmus 

Thomas Breden 

Olin White, Jr. 

Joseph Hughs* 

Thomas Hampton** 

Robert Lund 

Larry Niles 

Tony Petrongolo 

Ted Gordon 

Tom Hirshblond 

Liz Johnson** 

John Kuser 

Terrence D. Moore 

Charles Horner 

Robert Zampella 

Paul Evans** 

April 29, 1992 

Affiliation 

NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry 
State Forestry Service 
Pinelands Forestry Advisory Committee 

NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry 
Wharton State Forest 

NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry 
Office of Natural Lands Management 
Natural Heritage Program 

NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry 
State Forestry Service 

NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry 
Bureau of Forest Fire Management 

NJDEPE, Parks & Forestry 
Office of Natural Lands Manag~ment 
Administration 

NJDEPE, Fish, Game & Wildlife 
Clinton Wildlife Management Area 

NJDEPE, Fish, Game & Wildlife 
Endangered & Nongame Program 

NJDEPE, Fish, Game & Wildlife 
Planning Coordinator 

Philadelphia Botanical Club 
Pinelands Forestry Advisory Committee 

Pinelands Forester 

The Nature Conservancy 

Rutgers University 
Cook College, Fish & Wildlife Section 

Pinelands Commission, Executive Director 
Workshop Coordinator 

Pinelands Commission, Development Review 

Pinelands Commission, Science Office 

Pinelands Commission, Development Review 

* Panelist attended in place of David Harrison, Bureau of Forest 
Fire Management. 

** Panelist was invited but was unable to attend meeting. 
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Forestry in the Pine lands 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

April 29, 1992 

'W'G;y '!'rends 

1. "What factors are useful in measurinq the health at the in-
c!ust:y? 

2. What data exists relative to these factors? 

3. can this data be disaqgreqated for the Pinelands? 

4. As a means of judqinq Pinelands impacts, is it appropriate 
1:0 c:cnc1uct c.nd analyses of these tactors in the Pin.lands 
r.lative to those in the larqer 7 county reqion and to the 
stat. as a whol.? 

5. Do ypu have available any data on these tactors? If so I" 

what canas are evid.ant when: comparinq pre-PineJ.ands condi­
tions (1980 and earlier) wi~ condition~sinc:e adoption. of 
the Pinelands Plan? What trends relative to the 7 county 
reqion and the stat.. as a whole are evident? 

s. If trends in important factors are evident, what conclusions 
can b. drawn? To what extent might these be" attributed to 
the Pinelands Plan? 

7. Do you have reason to believe these trends mayor may not 
continue? If so, why? 

8. On the basis ot your own knowledge, do you have an op~n~on 
as to whether the Pinelands Plan has positively or neqa­
tively affected the viability of the forestry industry in 
the Pinelands? 

o overall? 

o specific seqments or types? 

In addition to those already discussed, what other analyses 
should be done to test these conclusions? 

9. If negative trends are evident, what steps can state govern­
ment in general or the Pirelands Commission in particular 
take to reverse them? 
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Pinelands Standards 

10. Are the Pinelands Plan's management standards tor torestry 
uses e:f:fective in maintaining the industry's viability? 
What speci~ic changes in these standards miqht enhance the 
indust:y' s viability? 

11. ':0 what extent, i~ any, wauld the :following practices 
.nhanc:e the indust:y? 

o 41~~erent :forest management objectives and standards 
fer ~llc a.nc:l pri vat. lands; 

o cCl1vertinq stands to di~farent species Ca.q. oak to 
pine dominated stands, :fire damaqed and paarly stocked 
stands to mere producti va stands); and 

o usa of white pine and loblolly pine :for restoration. 

12. Would speci~ic criteria :for planning and conducting cedar 
harvests· contribute to the long term viability o:f cedar? If 
sa I. what criteria miqht be considered? 

13. Do any of the Plan's other management standards (e.q. wet­
lanc:1s, water quality) neqatively a:ffect forestry operations? 

':o.~hat extent do these neqative impacts occur? Do these 
have ·industry-wide siqnificanca? What, i~ any, specific 
changes ·in these standards might enhance the ins:lustry! s 
viability? 

14. Da Pinelands permitting and bonding requirements unneces­
sarily hinde~ forestry operations? What, if any, changes 
might be made while still ensuring that harvesting and res­
toration ~tandards are met? 

Environmental Impacts 

U. Bow should the Pinelands landscape and its forest com­
munities be described? 

16. Bow·should ecological integrity. or essential character be 
measured in the Pinelands? 

o characteristic landscapes? 

o unique or rare communities? 

o unique or rare plants and animals? 

o others? 
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17. Bew de :erest manaqement acti vi ties directed towards in­
creased t~er production a::ect the Pinelands landscape, 
the structure and composition 0: its :orests, and the 
reqion's ecoloqical inteqrity or 'essential character? 

18. 00 you have any data available on the ilZlpacts 0: these 
:orest manaqement activities? I~ so, to what extent are 
these impacts evident in the Pinelands? 

19. Oesc:ribe the types of :orest manaqement techniques that can 
be empleyea te preserve and pretect the ecoloqical inteqrity 
or essentiu character 6: the Pin.lands. '1'0 what extent, it 

, any I de Pinelands forestry management standards enhance the' 
reqion's ecoloqical inteqrity or essential character? Are 
chanqed or additional standards needed to enhance positive 
impacts? 

20. '1'0 what extent, i~ any, do Pinelands forestry management 
standards limit the reqion's ecoloqical inteqrity or essen­
tial character? Are chanqed or additional standards needed. 
to limit neqative impacts? 

21. What are the pesitive and neqative aspects ot the state's 
:orast :ire manaqement proqrams? Can the, proqram incor­
,perate'abroader. ranqe, 0: natural resource manaqement qoals? 

2'2. po, the Pinelands, P~an ,chanqes previously suqqested. as ~ 
means to enhance the industry's viability have environmental 
implications? I~ so, are they'siqnificant, reqion-wide im­
plications? 

23. Is additional research or analysis needed before any ot the 
recommendations previously discussed are considered? It so, 
what should be its focus? 

JCS/'RAZ/LC/CP4B 



APPENDIX C 

Background Information 

for 

Forestry in the Pinelands Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
-Plan, The Second·Progress Report on Plan Implementation -
Chapter II Development Review, pg. II-19. 

2. Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
Plan, The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation -
Chapter VI Science, pgs. VI-3 through VI-12. 

3. Pinelands Development Standards Subchapter 6 of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan,' revised 2/29/88, 
summary. 

4. Excerpts from Subchapter 6, Part III-Fish and Wildlife and 
Part IV-Forestry, of the Comprehensive Management Plan 
(N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.31-6.44) 

5. Excerpt ~rom Atlantic White Cedar Wetlands, 1987. 
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Public Comments Received Prior to Technical Panel Meeting 



CITY OF ESTELL MANOR 
OFFICE OF: 

Pl.ANNING BOARD 
P.O. BOX 102 

ESTELL MANOR, NJ 08319 

April 1,1992 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 102 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Att: Tarrence D. Moor. 
Executive Director 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

Enclosed pleasa find our response to your letter dated 
February 28, 1992 reg'arding key topics for Pinelands Commission 
reviaw. 

Topic One: We have no problem with solid waste. 

Topic Two: Resource Based Industries: The problem is that they 
cannot be the only industries in the municipality. 

Topic Three: Economic Impacts: The economic impact is very 
savere. The Pinelands is not taking into consideration the 
economic impact on the municipality that they are regulating. The 
Pinelands regulations are making it difficult to collect the 
school taxes, which our constitution requires to be imposed, in 
order to meet the constitutional needs of a thorough and 
efficient education. The Pinelands Commission must recognize 
that the municipalities have other concerns beyond those within 
the egos of the Pinelands, such as the finanCing of public 
schools, the financing of other municipal improvements,' the 
provision for health and safety of the residents, and without a 
proper tax base, no ~unicipality can operate the way we are 
expected to operate under Pinelands regulations. 

Topic Four: Pinelands Permitting: We feal that the Pinelands is 
operated too strictly, that they follow some untried textbook 
theories, which we simply do not feel are working in practice. 

Topic Five: Growth Demands and Policies: This is best left to 
the municipality and not to the Pinelands CommiSSion, 
particularly in, a municipality such as Estell Manor, where the 
philosophy for limited but orderly gr9wth, which is consistent 
with the overall philosophy of the Pinelands. The problem is we 
feel the local officials are far better able to determine the 



specific: naeds of the c:ommunity and the specific: details as to 
how the c:ommunity should be regulated better than the Pinelands 
Commission , whic:h does not c:onsist of any loc:al residents in the 
c:asa of Estell Manor, whic:h is geographic:ally removed a distanc:e 
of approximately fifty miles. 

If you should have any questions regarding the above c:omments, 
plaasa do not hesitate to c:ontac:t us. 

S~).g~ 
Rane. S. McGarry 

Secretary 
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Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance 120-348 Whit8sbog Road • &owns Mm.; NJ 08015 • (609) 893-4741 

Mr. Terrence Moore 
The Pine1ands Commission 
P. O.Box 7 
New LisbonNI, 08064-

Dear Mr. Moore; 

April 17 , 1992 

In response to your letter of February 28, I have enclosed recommen­
dations on approaches to five of the key topics the Pinelands Commis­
sion has selected for review. 

Earlier this ~ :fifteen members of the Pinelands Preservation 
Alliance's Plan Review Committee spent a day reviewing these five 
topics. Individuals who attended the meeting spent the inter/ening time 
wriqng recommCldations for the expert pane~ to consider .. 

The results are enclosed. The· subjects and the authors are: 
Topic 1 Solid Waste _ Dr~ Gerard Vriens . 
Topic 2 Forestry . Dr. Emile DeVito 
Topic 2 Resource Extraction William Smith 
Topic 3 Economic Impact Sally Price 
Topic 5 Growth Demands Wllliam Nell 

The pressure of the short time available and other commitments 
means that the submissions on the last two topics will be hand carried 
to you next week. Those subjects and the authors are: 

Topic 2 Agriculture Michele Byers 
Topic 4 Permitting Janet Larson 

As the full PPA committee reviews the attachments and has further 
suggestions, they will be submitted to you or the expert panels. 

The PPA appreciates tills opportunity to submit recommendations to 
you and the expert panels and looks forward to the meetings of the pan­
els.. 

A4~vL 
Don ~chho:ffc/ r . 
Coordinator, 
PPA Plan Review Committee 



April 16, 1992 

PJN.El.ANos PRESERVAnON AllIANCE 
120-34B WHIl'ESBCCi ROAD 

BROWNS ~NEW JERSEY 080LS 

New Jersey Pinalands Comprehensive Management Plan Review 

TOPIC Z = B§§gurce Based Industri~$ - Forestry in the New 
Jersey Pinelands 

I - CUrrent Policies: 

Current CMP Forestry standards for privately o~ned lends 
encourage commercial forestry which is conducted in a manner 
designed to protect the inteqrity of the ~imber resource. 
Pinelands municipal mastar plans require forests to be 
managed under approved forestry management plans and forestry 
activities generZllly conform to established practices. 
Unfortunately, typical forestry plans seldom are holistic in 
their approach. Rather than treating the forest community as 
a complex assemblage of plants and animals, forest management 
plans often address forests as agricultural plots with 10n9-
term crop rotation. 

While it may be difficult to enhance forestry practices 
on private forest lands, clear opportunity exists to enlist 
state foresters, conserv~tion groups, plant and animal . 
experts, ana ·wilalife managers in an lnnovativ~, holistic . 

. approach to the man~qement of the forest ec~system. 

II - Current Trends and Concerns: 

The overriding concern over forest management of public 
lands is the current lack ot long-term plans. Plans which 
are being developed are welcome, but it is unlikely these 
plans look beyond the timber resources and their management. 
Without this effort, an opportunity to creato an encompassing 
holistio plan which enhances the integrity of Pinelands 
forest resources will be lost. 

Recently, concerns reqarding clear-cutting have been 
voiced by such varied qroups as hunting clubs and the 
endangered and non-game biologists. Objectives have been 
voiced about poor stewardship at Atlantic White Cedar 
forests, and many ecologists are aghast at the resurrection 
of the bad iaea of converting vast areas of public lands to 
non-native loblolly hybrid plantations. Others are concerned 
about the harvesting of forest resources being driven by 
sporadic needs for oak cordwood or wood chips for sewage 
sludge, rather than b~ a management goal and needs of a 
particular (orest. Too often, the cuts appear to be planned 
first, with the ensuirg silvicultural justification for the 
cut invented later. 
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Forestry in the Pinelands must serve the essential 
function of improving the quality of Pinelands resources. 
From a wide variety of viewpoints, human manipulation of 
Pinelands habitats can be a positive tQQl. The key is that 
human disturbances must be made to mimic natural 
disturbances, thus creating unique habitats essential for the 
expansion of populations of the most characteristic and 
uniqu~ Pinelands species. 

The Pinelands Preservation Alliance does not support an 
awkward and ecologically unsound position against the 
harvesting of trees, or against all clearcutting. What we 
object to is the profligation of archaic forestry techniques, 
the unsound ecological rhetoric with which cuts are 
justified, and the establishment of cuts based on resource 
demands ~ather ;ban based on the goals established in 
long-term, holistic, forest ecosystem management plans. 

~ = Goals ~ BecQmmendatjons 

The goals of torestry in the Pinelands should All be 
designed to enhance Pinelands resources. Long-term 
enhanc~ment of speci£ic tracts for oak, pine, or cedar isa 
reasonable goal, but should be part of eln overQll landscape 
plan which incorporates not only these habitats but other 
essential elements of the Pinelands mosaic, such as rare 
plants or animal habitats. 1n some regions, forest 
fragmentation is a major concern, while in other regions, it 
is less of a problem. A holistic plan should determine where 
various concerns are important and when different types of 
management scenarios must be enacted. 

First and foremost, all 'publ ic lands wi thin jurisdiction 
ot the Pinelands eMF must pe governed by a long-term 
management plan. CUrrently, no such plans exist, and those 
being developed do not contain a holistic view of ecosystem 
management. ThaPinolands area mosaic, and should be 
treated as such. Eliminating the chainsaw can be just as 
harmful to preserving unique resources as the elimination of 
tire, beavers, and other natural disturbances. The north­
central Pinelands contains unique,communities of plants and 
animals which are less sensitive to forest fragmentation than 
any other region in New Jersey. Portions of Lebanon, and 
Wharton State Forests are suited for logging, but rather than 
simply extracting oak; cedar, or pine "because it's the,ra n 

each cut should have clear objectives. 
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Examples of holi.stic approaches to ecosystem management.t 

1) Rara and unique community devel.opment 

Any post-cut may be a prime location for the management 
of r~re or unique species which depend upon open, burned 
areas. Cut areas should have portions set aside for future 
management as rare species areas'. There is no reason why 
every cut area should be encouraged to rapidly grow back with 
anothQ~ $$t nf ~TRaR. 

Some of the most spectacular areas in the Pinelands are 
clearings without trees, and were created by man and/or fire. 
When a harvest is intended to create a "target future stand 
of trees," the rationale should be reviewed· and agreed 
to by the diverse arraY'of experts on the Forest Advisory 
Committee. 

2) "Burn~Hot" Pino l3rDml community Development 

Control burning is a useful tool for protecting 
developed property, or for protecting and encouraging a 
particular stand 0' trees to grow toward harvest in a 
speciticway. But there are large areas of.the Pinelands 

. where Pinelands resources are severely ~Qqraded by control 
burning. Control burninq reduces species dlversity, 
homogenizes forest composition, and makes thQ woodland more 
akin to agriculture than to a diverse forest. Long-term 
management plans should include the identification of 
corridors ot forest where control burns and future harvests 
will occur. The intervening locations; surrounded by areas 
ot control burned forest which are relatively inflammable, 
should be encouraged to ~ hat. This would' insure that the 
communities of plants so unique to the pinolands are 
encouraged. 

The state foresters have maintained that only a small 
percent of public lands. are planned tor cuttinq, and 
projections tor cutting in a long-term plan will still only 
encompass a relatively small area of the state forest lands. 
These lands to be cut should be used to enhance the remaining 
public lands. Planned control burns, future harvests, and 
uncut areas can be integrated so as to provide for a wide 
variety of Pinelands environments, encouraging rare plants 
and animals and providing a.mosaic where hot fires may occur 
without harm ~o people or property. . 

3) ContiguQus Fores~ Management Areas 

The southern Pinelands forests differ dramati=ally from 
the north-central forests. 'l'he larger c!Jmponent of oak in 
the forest, as well as a more diverse structure of .herb, 
canopy, and shrub layers, hOUSQS a community of plants and 
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especiallY animals wbich I!Ire much more sensitive to forest 
traqmentation. The long-range management plan for public 
lands south of the Atlantic City Expressway should be less 
harvest-oriented, and should focus on the preservation of 
larqe, contiguous blocks of forest, including large forest 
butfers for endangered species such as barred owls, tiger 
salamanders and bald eagles, and future threatened species 
such as neotropical migrant songbirds. Areas where harvests 
can be focused are those where towns, roads, or farms have 
already severely fraqmented the forest and, therefora, 
contain fewer endangered species. These smaller woodlots 
should beqin to be manaqed in order to promote the 
establishment of hardwood stands suitable for timber-harvest. 

4) ~edDr Swpmp Moratorium 

Simply stated, we know almost nothing about Atlantic 
white Cedar Swamps. Certain individuals claim to know how to 
regenerate cedar swamps by manipulating water levels, fencing 
out deer, or by other methods. A few individuals· have had 
great success at qerminating seedlings in nurseries while 
others have had little success. Almost no one ever mentions 
other factors, such as the e!!ect of seed predators (redback 
voles), other herbivores, insects, and abandoned beaver 
ponds.' Hundreds of years ago, something was responsible for 
the generation or even-aged large stands Ot Chaemaecyparia. 
ot course, ~e role of fires is also frequently discussed ~s 
destructive, but regenerative scenarios can also be proposed. 

The PPA strongly recommends that n2 more Atlantic White 
Cedar be harvested on public lands ufttil research on deer, 
beaver, voles, insect predators and herbivores, fire, wet and 
dry years, proximity of seed sources, and other factors are 
thorQughly investigated. Foresters, ecologists, and graduate 
students from our many universities should tocus their 
efforts on conducting a wealth of long-term stUdies in the 
field using designated experimental study plots. These 
tracts ot cedar may be cut or otherwise manipulated only £or 
carefully designed experimentation~ The onslaught on 
Atlantic White Cedar will doubtless continue on private 
lands, so let's use our state forests to study the resource. 
We should not continue to cut cedar due to questionable, 
market driven pressure, inventing explanations as to how and 
why the cedar will return on the site, and hoping that it 
will. Let's cooperate and learn something. The next 
generation of foresters, sawmill operators, and rare bird and 
plant watchers will be proud! 

These suggestions Will, no doubt, be controversial. 
Suggesting that cutting o( public lands should be done in 
areas where fragmentation has already occurred means that 
cuts will be nearer to people! . Suggesting: that cutting and 
control burning create other ~ where ~ fires can safely 
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occur to promote unique Pinalands species may not be well 
received by those only familiar with an archaic, "Smokey-the­
Bear" attitudes toward forests. Learning about the role of 
beavers, voles, and the manipulation of water levels in the 
establishment of cedar swamps will no doubt try the patience 
of those who stand to profit by the continued long-term 
cutting of the Atlantic White Cedar resource. 

Foresters, plant and animal ecologists, landscape 
ecologists, and habitat management experts must all work 
taqether in achieving a level ot resource management which 
has never before existed. Managing the Pinelands to preserve 
All of the Pinelands resources cannot be accomplished by any 
one group Q! professionals. It 1s a difficult task but one 
which can occur if we are willing to shed our previous 
misconceptions and develop an enlightened set of new goals 
and o~jectives. Recent cooperation between foresters, 
ecologists, hunter groups and conservation qroups is evidence 
that we are ready to tackle the larger task of devolopinq a 
long-term management plan for pinelands forest resources. 

The Pinelands Preservation Alliance of!ers its 
assistance and enthusiastically awaits the opportunity to 
help create.a new vision for our Pinelands forests. 



lpril 15, 1992 

Mr. '1'er-ry Moore 
Executive Oirector, Pinelands Commission 
PO Box 7 
Nev Lisbon, NJ 08064 

ie: Plan Review 

Dear Hr. Moore, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on approaches for 
studying topics selected for plan reviev. I am making these 
comments on behalf of the Nev Jer~ey Chapter of the Sierra Club. 
I would llke to restrict my comments to topiCS .2 and 13, 
resource-based industries in the .Pinelands and economic impacts 
of the plan on traditional indu$tries. 

We recognize the need for active fore~try practices In the 
Pineland~, botn a~ a continuation of traditional Plneland~ life 
as well as providing wood products for the marketplace. But we 
are concerned that current forest:y management practices on 
public lands may not be adequate.for long.-term protectIon and 
enhancement of the forest .resources and may also clash with other 
go-oals of public land' manaqeme:1t such -·as preservation of 
ecosystems, maLntenance of aesthetic values, and providing a -vide 
range of outdoor recreational activitie~. 

The State Forestry Oepartment says that logc;-1nq on publi~ lands 
is economically necessary to provide wood for the state's ~ood 
products industry. They also state that 85\ of New Jer~ey's 
woodlands are privately owned. An approach to determining tha 
adequacy of the CMP in this area would be a detailed assessment: 
of the economics of forestry practi~es on private V~. public 
lands. What portion of the state's (or P1nela~ds) forest~y 
activities take place on public lands, and vhat economic benefits 
do the people of New Jersey receive? 00 forestry activities 
sub~idi%e tne Fore~try Cept. budget? Does the Forest Service 
lease lands for logging at less than marxet value, in effect 
subsidi%ing the use of public land~ for this pu:pose? And do 
these ~ractices negatively affect the market ~or forestry on 
~rivate lands? ·Comparisons could be made betveen Pinelands 
forestry activities and ehose in the rest o~ the etate. ~erhaps 
:state forest!5 in tne ~ inelands and the vo.od products lndusay 
would both be better served by confininq large-scale cutting of 
t~ees to ~rivate lands. State forestry personnel could be used 
to encourage better silvicultural techniques on private lands, 
providing a better return for landowners as vell as helping to 
maintain open lands, which benefits the public. Such studies 
could probably use eXisting data from the State Forestry oept. 
and private forestry organi%ations. . 

.. ' . 

Any studies of the economic impact of the CMP should conSider the 
potential negative lmpacts of large :cale resource extraction 
(mining, logging) on recreation and tourism. An additionql 



threat to certain form~ of recreation as well as to Plnelands 
forests is the ina9propriate use of motorized vehicles in the 
~inelands. The Sierra CIUD thinks that the amount of public land 
in the Pinelands where vehicular access is prohibited (natural 
areas, etc) is vastly underre~resented when compared to the total 
amQunt of land where vehicles are alloved. We recognize the 
right~ of all users of public land~, but feel that there is a 
q:eat imbalance 1n how public lands are designated and 
managed in the Pinelands. Oesiqnation of more natural area! 
could provide economic benefits to surrounding communities, providers 
of outdoor equipment, etc. A sic~le methodoloqy to study this 
issue vould be to com~are the pezcentage of public lands in 
surroundinq states that are manaaed as wilderness areas or ~here 
vehicula~ access is re~tricted. ~Certain types of hunting can 
benefit from restricted access as veIl, and comments could be 
~olicited from Fish ana Game authorities in other states as to 
the acce~tance of these deSignations by hunters. 

Thank you aqain for the opportunity to make these comment3. 

~?d-:PP-------· 
Michael Gallavay 
Pineland~ Coordinator 
New Jer~ey Chapter, Sierra Club 



.. -;.. 
April l~, 1992 

New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
P.O.Box 7 ". 
New Lisbon, N.J. ~8~64 

Tos Executive Director, Terrence Moore and Commissioners 
res Key Topics for Pinelands Commission Review-"The management, 

protection and scientific use of cultural resources in the 
New Jersey Pinelands 
In reguard to Topic 2: Resource Based Industries,ie. berry 

farming, the construction and maintainence of berms, dikes and 
road systems has destroyed irreplacable archaeological resources 
and continues to impact and threaten these resources as berry 
farming practices employ borrow pitting tactics extracting un­
disturbed soils (sand and gravel) from adjacent or nearby up­
land pristine lQcations. Each time this is conducted whole or 
parts ot New ~ersey and Pinelands history and prehistory are 
destroyed. 
Policies in the past have either ignored or grandfathered".the 
activity since it has been a 'long held Pinelands agricultural 
practice,or treated this as a trade-oft situation choosing 
not to regulate at all since other newer land use practices 
were easier and less controversial to bring into compliance. 
The problem is, the very environments that these berry farms 
occu~-former cedar swamps and adjacent environs-comprise a 
narro", range of micro environmental nichest~at are totally 
unstudied a~d unknown from the stand"9oint ot early human land 
use. ego headwater drainage divide basin of the Rancocas and 
Mullica systems. 
Assessment should be conducted on berry farming practices within 
the Pinelands and especially in these critical areas to both 
evaluate the extent of damage (past and ongoing) as well as 
propose and initiate a selective archaeological program of 
sampling and retrival in order to preserve and interpret the 
past cultural behavior before its totally destroyed. 
In reguard to activities related to forest mana~ement, a topic 
in and of itself usualiy of low impact to cultural resources 
unless new roads and staging areas are being cut or established 
in locales adjacent to wetlands, ie. oresent day cedar lo~ging, 

(1 ) 



or situated on upland dune ridges and terraces. Certain specific 
landforms with affinities to earlier human associations need to 
be recognized, mapped and studied as potential sources of historic 
and prehistoric data. 
Also other forest management practices that employ fire prevention 
techniques using ditches, breaks and fire roads need to be more 
fully assessed. If possible when these im~act areas are ~redeter­
mined by forest management schemes consideration should be taken 
to avoid the potential occurrence or miti~te the archaeological 
resources in these areas. 
Under Topic 4, Pinelanqs Fermitting, although I am not adverse to 
the streamlining of Pineland review and permitting practices but 
as expressed in a previous letter reguarding this topic (see en­
closed)· serious shortfalls in the protection, management and 
scientific investi~ation of cultural resources are still unresolved. 
(See my letter of Dec. 11, 1991 for s~ecific concerns and recom­
mendations). All archaeolo~ical resources need to be pro~ortionally 
sam?led for site specific data reguardless of their ~ositions 
within or outside of the puffers. 

Respectfully submitted, 

.~~~~--~-­
John H. Cresson 
JHC/cmc 
cc Dr. Barry Brady, N.J. Pinelands Commission 

Dr. Anthony Ranere, Tem?le University, Archaeological Consultant 
Jose"9h Arsenault, Environmental Consultant 



J. H., CRESSON 
F"RTY EAST SECON 0 STREET' . 
MOORESTOWN N. J. 090157 

December 11, 1991 
N.J.Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7· 
New Lisbon, N,J. 08064 

Maureen, ~lease bring this to the attention of the Commissioners A~A? 
r.e:' Issues facing future Pine lands research in archaeological 

sam~ling and collection in buffer ar~as ' 

An issue of serious concern is the management, ~rotection and 
scientific use of cultural resources in buffer, deed restricted and 
5et-aside parcels after Pinelands a~proval. This circumstance serves 
to ~reatly impede historical ~nd scientific research. 
Since little regulation and no ~rotection or retrival mechanisms ex­
sists for archaeological data inquiry after sub-division arid individ­
ual ~ro~erty ovmershi~ an im?roved ~rogram needs to be im~lemented to 
both safe~rd and sample these resources in the ~lanning and a~plica­
tion stages as well as ~fter construc~ion and individual ~ro~erty 
ownershi'O. 
My recommendation is first, to '"!lrovide some l'egal and enforcs!l1ent 
mechanisms with'teeth' to ~revent individual ~ro~erty ovrners from 
knowingly or unknowingly destroying cultural resources in these desig­
nated zones; second.,' to sam1'Jle all sites of cultural use and re­
source found within these zones in stage I & II archaeological surveys 
and third, to establish a se~arate r~'Oository for Pinelands cultural 
resources for ongoing and future scientific research so a more uniform 
singular body of docump.nts and artifacts are in one blace. 
An enormous 'Ootential exists for gleaning more direct, ~ristine and 
unfettered knowledge of Pinelands history and 'Orehistory in these 
tones since most of the already known resources occur within'wetland' 
buffers. As concerned and serious researchers we are overlooking a ' 
large body of data and research potential under the guise of'~rotection' 
that in effect, ~? ~his day, denies pu~oseful, necessary scientific 
research from the~e neglected areas. ' 
In essence, we are only getting a minute !1ickpr of reflection through 
the window Of the ~ast in Pinelands history and land-use. 

Resnectfully submitted, 
, >"'\:; \" r , <:.::.::; ':--" ~ '-"-_;r.., -.r=�'__�' ___ _ 

John H.Cresson 



APR 20 1992 
The Allegheny Society of American Foresters 

NEW JERSEY DIVISION 

KEY TOPICS FOR PINELANDS COMMISSION REVIEW 

TOPIC 2: RESOURCE BASED INDUSTRIES 

Pinelands COmmission Statement: "Assess CMP standards for 
forestry, agriculture, and resource extraction and determine 
whether changes are necessary to maintain the viability of 
these uses and enhance Pinelands protection." 

N.J.SAl Statement: The New Jersey Division of the 
Allegheny Society of American Foresters believes the 
formidable review necessary to get a forestry (harvesting) 
permit in the Pinelands inhibits forest management in the 
Pinelands and has an adverse effect on the health, biological 
diversity, and cultural heritage of the Pinelands. 

The current. process, through the Pinelands development 
review procedure, has resulted in forestrys' adoption as 
development at the municipal level in their land use 
ordinances or- master plan. Many municipalities choose to 
regulate forestry through planning boards. Consequently, 
site pla'ns are required. just like with a major subdivision or 
min~ngproposal. Surveyors, engiheers, and environmental 
specialists may be required. The result is a time c·onsuming, 
often prohibitively expensive review with no guarantee a 
permit will be granted at ~lL. 

Municipalities that don't require application to the 
planning board may enforce their ordinances through the 
zoning officer, or building inspector, or council, or the 
environmental commission. Some planning boards may waive the 
site plan, others will not. Some municipalities don't want 
to be bothered by it at all. 

On the other hand, agriculture is not reviewed by the 
Pinelands Commission and is protected from municipal nuisance 
ordinances. Forestry has much more in common with 
agriculture than it does with the development activities it 
is currently associated with. 

The need for uniform, workable regulation is apparent. 
N.J. SAF would like to see forestry permits removed from the 
development review process and simplified and made uniform at 
the Municipal level. 

eN 404 • 501 East State Street • Trenton, NJ 08625 



Questions to address: 

Additional Research; 
1. The questions to be studied are simple: a] Is forest 
management allowed, and to be encouraged in the Pinelands as 
the CMP currently indicates? 
bJ Are Pinelands landowners currently able to practice 
forestry on their lands throughout the Pinelands or where it 
is allowed or encouraged under t~e current system of 
regulation? 
c 1 How has the forest industry dependent on P.inelands timber 
faired since the ince·ption of the Pinelands Commission 
current permit review system? 
dl Are the forest dependent aspects of the Pinelands cultural 
heritage thriving? 
2. The answers to the questions above can be found in the 
Pinelands CMP, municipal ordinances or master plans, state 
records on forest products statistics, and testimony gathered 
over the review period. 

Policies and Regulations 
1. We feel regulations need to be changed and further study 
on the matter is unnecessary. Alternatives need to be 
developed. Some alternatives are: A. Forestry not reviewed 
at all by the Pinelands Commission and be protected f~om 
nuisance ordinances like agriculture. B. A system where the 
Bureau of Forestry r~views applications and reports to the 
Commission a summary of events. C. Pinelands foresters· 
review applications and work with the forester or landowner 
to protect Pinelands interests. D. Install a uniform process 
at the municipal. level. 
2. Changes like those suggested above will accomplish: A. A 
uniform and predictable permit process. B. A financially 
feasible process. C. Enable landowners to manage their 
forests unencumbered by excessive regulation. The benefits 
of good forest management are consistent with the goals of 
the Pinelands as we understand them. 
3. We feel qualified to present ourselves as technical 
experts on forestry, but are not familiar with the Pinelands 
Protection Act and federal Pinelands legislation and are 
unable to comment. 
4. The importance of the woods to the character and 
qualities of the Pinelands is well documented and generally 
understood. Forest managements' connection to biological 
diversity and ecosystem health is also well documented. 
Specific sources can be provided should the upcoming 
workshops request them. 

other Aoproaches: 
No further comment. 

The N.J. SAF appreciates the Pinelands Commission's 
res~onding to the problem and allowing the opportunity to 
express our concerns. Please keep us informed of events. If 



we can be of assistance to the workshops of technical experts 
or participate in them in anyway, we would welcome the 
opportunity. 

Respectfully su~mitted, 

~~~ 
Craig Kane 
Exe.cuti ve Committee N. J • SAP' 



South Jersey 'orest ResoG%ce Council 
DMicatH h n. ~U'lYatla. If 'If 1.ts·1 1uuts F 11 C' 

~Co;y 

~ar:ence D. K40re 
Executive Director 
Pln.l~nd~ COlDlllission 
P.O. Box 7 
Hev ~isbon, HJ 0806~ 

Dear K%. Moore: 

April 17, 1992 

Over the past several years, the members of our orqanization have 
been deeply concerned about the forest:}" standards contained in' the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Kanaqement Plan. We hope that you and you: 
saff will ree.ive and review our' comment:s with the same. spirit in 
wbich. they are offered; that is to encou:aqe the conservation of 
forests within the re'<J~on. 

S1nce the last plan review, proqrams offe:ed b:'.other· qovernmental 
aqencies have' been quite· successfu'l at renevinq lnt~~!!~t in . forest 
conservation. We hope that the Pinelands CQmmission wili joih tS; 
ef·fort. Given this renewed public interest, it would- be most 
beneficial if qreater and more meaningful participation of the people 
worxinq with forest resources could be included in the review process. 

:?J;;~~ 
J. Scott Wor:ell 
Council Member, N.J.F.R.C. 



COHMBtn'S REGARDING 

'fBB PIlfBLAHDS COHMISSIOH'S REVIEW 

COtfC3a1fING AH ASSESSMBH'r 01' HOW CURRElf'r CMP S"l'AHDARDS 

UPBC'!' '1'HB VIABILITY or I'OREST MAHAGEMEtfT 

WITHIN ~HE REGION 

Submi tted By 

THE SOUTH JERSEY FOREST RESOURCE COUNCIL 



To assess the present CHP standards and make determinations about 
forestry's viability in the region, it is necessary to understand that 
forestry goes beyond the harvesting of trees, just as wildlife 
management goes beyond the shooting of animals. Forestry is an issue 
of social, economic, historic, biological, philosophical and moral 
importance. As we are all aware the whole region has evolved from a 
dramatic series of geological events coupled with the dynamic forces of 
climate, fire and more recently man. 

Since colonization, man has added greatly to the dimension of 
disturbance and change within the region by the repeated removal of 
forest growth. Han's influence also greatly increased the frequency of 
wildfires. The first colonists in the region were woodcutte~s. Host 
of the ~arly settlements were established around sawmills. All of the 
early industries, sawmills, iron mills, boat yards, glass factories and 
charcoalers were made possible and driven by the forest resources of 
the region. Even the cranberry and blueberry industries were made 
possible by the forests. Outside of these industries, a culture of 
people was born with a life style directly linked to the forest's 
renewable resources. These people stayed when the industries moved on, 
they made their living off the land. They made duck boats and garrets, 
decoys, agricultural supplies and equipment, poles, logs, timber and 
siding to build cabins and homes. They heated their homes with wood 
and sold wood to others to heat· their homes. For three hundred years 
the region's forest resources have been used to provide for the rich 
historical and cultural heritage we c~erish today. 

There is nothing new here, the-importance of fore~try and it's 
relationship with all aspects of the pinelands region is w.ell 
documented" in chapter ·after chapter of the· CHP. rt is also well 
documented in the Commission's vid~o which was prepared in testimony to 
the region and the cultural heritage of it's people. 

The forests we know today were not born from some unique 
evolutionary process, but are a result of their intensive use by man. 
The forests we know today bear the scars of fire; they have been 
genetically degraded from over-cutting and poor management. It has 
been estimated. that most of the region's forests have been cut over as 
many as five times. In the 1800's fires raged out of control. During 
this time it was calculated that all areas within the pinelands region 
was destroyed by fire every 20 years. These conditions were not the 
result of forest management, these conditions resulted· from the lack of 
forest management. 

The people of the region, that stayed here and chose not to follow 
the expanding frontiers, began to develop a new land ethic. Just prior 
to the turn of the century, the people sought government intervention 
to develop a means to protect and conserve the forests. Following a 
study and report, completed by the nations leading forester, Gifford 
Pinchot, the original Park Commission was formed. This Commission was 
charged with the protection of our forests through the use of sound 
forest management and conservation. The Bureau of Parks and Forestry, 
and the Forest Fire Service were born from this original Commission; 
their charters today reflect" the original basic intent, to protect and 
conserve the forests for the good of all the people. Following the 
establishment of the Park Commission, a program of public land 
acquisit.ion began. This public land was acquired with a tenet which 
required that forest management goals be developed to insure that 
forest productivity be expanded and that public lands provide an 
opportunity to research and demonstrate sound forest management. 
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It was calculated that these research and demonstration forests would 
encourage all land owners to practice sound forest management; to the­
benefit of all the people. 

Forestry is a multi-faceted issue, deeply rooted in history, 
ecology, sociology and the morals of the people. Forestry is the 
manipulation of a renewable resource to sustain all previously 
mentioned values. It is a promise of public trust from years past and 
years yet to come; that trust was confirmed by the original Pinelands 
legislation. Forestry is the right of a landowner to care for and 
sustain a renewable resource on their lands. To pass along a land 
value, ethic and heritage to the next generation. Forestry is not 
simply an economic value. The importance and benefit of forest 
management can not be simply extracted and accrued to any single use or 
user. Forestry is an agricultural activIty, it cannot be equated to a 
fast food store, a gas station, or any other type of development. 
Forestry is a commitment to the environment, to the land, to wildlife 
and to the future. . Only through forest management, can we sustain, 
improve and carry forward the forests we enjoy today. For instance, 
without forest management, much of our cedar stands will be lost by the 
successional force of change occurring within our forests. Thus by 

-withholding management, we will be breaking the legislated promise to 
generations past, present and future, to protect and enhance these 
Pineland resources. Fu~ther, it would be environmentally irresponsible 
to allow forests to grow decadent. Such forests have qreatly reduced 
capacities to sequester carbon, supply oxygen, enhance water quality, 
reduce the effects of pollutIon and_provide. for the greatest level of 
bIological diversity. -

The importance of the forest, it's management, it's resources anc 
i_tis benefits; was recognized by our- ~ncestors. They endeavored, with 
public support, to provide us with the forests we enjoy today, through 
the use of legislation to promote forest management_for the good of all 
the people. This comment continues today. The federal government 
offers s~veral programs which provide economic incentives to promote 
the creation and maintenance of fore~t lands. The state also offers 
economic incentives for the same purpose. However, these incentives do 
not come without a cost. Landowners wishing to receive these benefits 
must make a commitment to sound forest management. -They must also 
comply with guidelines and inspections to help insure the success of 
the public commitment. These programs have_ been very successful in 
encouraging sound forest management; this success is easily recognized. 
This same public trust has been expressed in the Pinelands legislation, 
however, the success of this legislation is at best in doubt. After 
more than a decade of Pinelands regulation we find ourselves asking if 
the management of our forests is being encouraged. Sadly, there is 
very little evidence to support this proposition. However, we are at a 
point in time where we can address this issue. The Pinelands Board of 
Commissioners have recognized that the issue of forest management needs 
to be examined and addressed. To this end they have solicited public 
comment. The South Jersey Forest Resource Council respectfully offers 
the following comments in answer to this solicitation. 
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~he assessment of the. effectiveness of Pinelands regulations 
regarding forestry issues should be addressed on several levels: 

1) ~he number of landowners enrolled in government programs linked 
to forest management assistance and subsidies should be compared 
to the number of applications received by Pinelands regarding 
forest management and how many of the applications received were 
approved. It should be further investigated how many of the 
applications approved by Pinelands, were approved on the 
township level. 

2) T%ends should be addressed though an analysis of data from a 
Federal/State program of forest health monitoring. 

3) T%ends should also be addressed by an analysis of data collected 
by the U.S.- Forest Survey, which is conducted about once every 
decade. • 

4) Studies and evaluations of existing data should be conducted to 
measure population trends of rare and endangered plants and 
animals with regard to forest management practices and trends. 

5) Assess the number Qf people currently involved in forest related 
activities versus the number of people involved in the past (ie: 
foresters, sawmills, woodcutters, boat builders, decoy carvers, 
and other crafts people). Further these people should be 
interviewed to determine if Pine lands regulations have 
encouraged and promoted their traditional activities. 

6) A survey of professional organizations should conducted to 
determine how current Pineland regulations effect forest 
practices. Organizations should include: New Jersey Society of 
American Foresters, South Jersey Forest Resource Council, New 
Jersey Approved Consulting Foresters, the New Jersey Forest 
Service and the Ne'w Jersey Forest Fire Service. 

Most of the above ,recommendations can be completed by a simple review 
of existing data, which is commonly-available. ~he Bureau of Parks and 
Forestry, as well as, the New Jersey Forest Fire Service has this 
information on hand and personnel who are familiar with it's content. 
Further the Bureau of ~arks and Forestry could be utilized to a great 
extent in developing additional information. Therefore, these studies 
could be completed without any significant drain on Pinelands staff 
manpower. 

A through analysis of the CMP standards regarding forestry and 
related issues must be a elemental part of the current review process; 
the following should be considered and addressed during this process: 

1) Forestry must be removed from it's inclusion with "Major 
Development" and returned to its own section within the CMP. The 
inclusion of forestry with "Major Development" is completely 
inconsistent with the Pinelands legislation, the CMP, and every 
other federal and state program, legislation, and definition. 

2) Forestry standards must be consistent with other state and 
federal programs, including: Agricultural Conservation ~rogram, 
Forestry Incentives Program, Woodland Tax Assessment, and the 
Forest Stewardship Program. 

3) Like the programs noted above, forestry standards must be' 
flexible enough to fit various forest conditions. Every forest 
is composed of an individual continuum of natural variables and 
therefore, cannot be managed in a "'cookbook fashion". 

4) Forest standards must also be comprehensive enough to encourage 
good forest management and discourage poor forest management. 
They must strike a balance between addressing the various needs 
of the users, protecting the resource from destruction and 
destroying the resource through protection. 
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5) Forest standards must not arbitrarily revoke the standard and 
accepted tools of management. For example standards should not 
be upheld to exclude the use of white pine, loblolly pine o~ 
pitch pine hybrids in reforestation projects. These species ar 
not degradati ve to the environment, but to the contrary, eacl'. 
will add to the genetic pool, which in turn will add to 
biological diversity and resilience of the environment. 
Further, white pine and loblolly pine already naturally exist 
within the pinelands environment. 

Again most of these issues can be addressed with ease. Most of the 
research and regulations regarding these issues already eXist, and have 
proven theJru5elves . over the test· of time. If assistance from Forest 
Service personnel, as well as, other forestry professionals is used; 
these matters can be rapidly addressed without any substantial cost to 
the Pinelands staff. 

It is also essential that the Forestry Permitting process be 
completely revised. The permit process, now in place, is so 
cumbersome, intimidating and costly that there can be no doubt the 
pro.cess discourages good forest management. The exasperat ions of the 
process is so well known that landowners will not even attempt to 
obtain permits. Therefore, whatever forest practices are attempted are 
applied without any guidance or oversight. Secondly, due to the high 
cost and trouble of the permit process, legitimate applied forest 
management necessarily must recover these costs, therefore the 
practices must be of a larger scale and of more intensive use. The 
overall effects of the current permitting process runs in direct 
opposition to all of the stated goals of the Pinelands Commission. 

1) The fizst step in rectifying this situation is to stop reviewin· 
forestry applications as applications for major development, a .. 
is currently done~ Although the forest standards are still 
under the forestry section, the application review process 1s 
contained within the application and review requirements for 
major .development. Under this title, forestry applicants have 
been asked for cultural resource surveys, wetland delineations 
and buffer models, surveys for threatened and endanc;,ered 
species, access agreements, public comment, as well as, a host 
of other issues otherwise reserved only for major sU'bdi vis ions 
and commercial development. 

2) The review process must be simplified, redundant review must 
also be eliminated. Under the current process, the application 
is first reviewed by Pinelands staff, it is then reviewed by the 
Bureau of Parks and Forestry, it is reviewed again by the 
Pinelands staff, at this point a certificate of filing may be 
obtained, if so, the applicant then proceeds to the township 
level, where they are open to review by the township· committee, 
the planning board, environmental commissions, the township 
engineer, and the township sol~citor (if the landowner is 
incorporated they must be represented by an attorney). If at 
any point any of these reviews require changes as a condition of 
approval, the applicant must go back to Pinelands where the 
review process can begin allover again. Even if the applicant 
obtains township level approval without any modifications, they 
must still go back to the Pinelands for final approval. Most of­
this 'regulatory tangle is due to the fact that forestr. 
applications are treated as applications for major developmtnt 
as mandated by current Pinelands regulations. As most of this 
has little or nothing to do with forest management, almost all 
of it can be dismantled without'reducing forest regulation. 



3) Application costs must be reduced. Under the current system an 
applicant is subject to a wide array of fees, including: 
escrows, application fees based on arbitrary standards, 
consultant fees, legal counsel fees, inspection fees, township 
processing fees, publication and notification fees, fees for 
review from township engineers and attorneys. The sum of these' 
fees ma~ be prohibitive, are at least constrictive and always 
detrimental. As with the cost of the review process, it forces 
forest practices towards recovering these costs to the determent 
of silviculture. 

4) Associated with the costs noted above, there is still another 
cost issue which must be addressed. Presently there is a 
requirement for posting ~ bond for forestry permits. There is 
no language describing the intent of the bond, what it is to be 
used for, how it is to be regulated, or how it will be enforced. 
~he process for determining the amount of the bond does not 
consider impact or risk, but is based upon the economic gain of 
the practice. As it now stands the bond is nothing more than a 
pre-paid fine, collectable at the whim of the authority who 
holds it. . 

S) ~he process of permit application procedures and costs 
associated the permit, procedure must be addressed on the 
township level as well. Without revision on the township level, 
any revision on the regional level will not be of any benefit. 
If the Pinelands Commission has any desire what .so ever to 
encourage good forest management it must assure that forestry is 
dealt ~ith in a reasonable manner at the township level, as it 
does with all other issues it wishes to encourage. One example 
is ·agriculture, the Pinelands regulations do not .allow township 
requlations to be more restrictive concerning agricultural 
operations. 

The five issues described above can be ' addressed and effected very 
Simply. No research is needed and very little manpower will be 
required. It is simply a matter of returning forestry to it's proper 
and original place within the CMP standards and 'regulations, with very 
little revision required. 

Almost all of the problems associated with the application review 
process, associated costs, site inspection and compliance can be 
resolved with one very simple solution. This solution is to delegate 
the entire review and inspection process to the state Forestry 
Services. 

1) The state Forest Service has the expert manpower already on 
staff to provide the required services. 

2) They have the required facilities in place and are distributed 
throughout the region. 

3) They are already responsible for and conduct on a regular basis, 
regulatory administration and compliance inspections for a wide 
variety of state and federal forestry programs. Therefore 
greater consistency and compliance with all other forestry 
programs, as well as Pinelands regulations, will be achieved, 
while reducing the demands on the Pinelands staff. 

4) The delegation of a review, inspection and compliance issue to 
another regulatory agency is consistent with current Pinelands 
staff operations; examples include: septic systems (County 
Health Departments), agricultural plannIng (Soil Conservation 
Districts), preliminary threatened and endangered species 
surveys (Heritage Foundation), building and site compliance 
(Township Code Officials). 
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'l'he problems associated with forest management issu.es wi thin th~ 
Pinelands Region are not and need not be complex. 'l'he problem8 are 
easily identified and have simple solutions. 'l'he fundamental questions 
which needs to be addressed is whether or not the Pinelands Commissio~ 
wishes to encourage sound forest management. 'l'here are a wide variet~ 
of federal and state agencies which sponsor, are responsible for 
adminIstering, or are otherwise committed to programs which do 
encourage sound forest management, including: U.S.D.A. Forest Service, 
u.S. Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service, Office of 
Natural Lands Management, N.J. Bureau of Forest Management, Rutgers 
Cooperative Extension SerVice, and the N.J. Division of Fish, Game and 
Wildlife. 

'l'he programs these agencies are involved with are simple and 
effective; at the same time the programs address a wide variety of 
forestry issues and view points. Further, these programs offer 
SUbstantial financial incentives to manage forests for a variety of 
purposes. 'l'his reaffirms that the people are committed to encouraging 
sound forest management and have again backed this commitment with 
additional funding from the public trust. 

With this review of forestry, the Pinelands Commission stands at a 
cross roads. If not.hing is done to address the problems concerning 
forest management within the region, if nothing is done to bring 
Pinelands regulations in line with the other forest management programs 
so that they may be successfully implemented within the region, then 
the public trust will be betrayed. What is done today will effect not 
only the present, but will also effect the truse passed to us by our 
fore!athers and the trust which is due and expected of us by future 
generations. 

Just as forestry is intertwined with almost all aspects of th 
Pinelands Reglon, . so to is it related, at least in part,. to. certain 
aspects of all the topics under review.· However, time resources were 
not available to adequately address these relationships. The interests 
of all concerned, would be best served· if this inter-~elationship is 
considered during the review process. 

We also feel that it is extremely important that forest resource 
professionals, as well as, forest landowners, who are actively involved 
in forest management issues, within the region, are fairly represented 
on the technical expert workshop committees. 

On behave of The South Jersey Forest Resource Council, I wish to 
thank the Commission and Staff for this opportunity to comment on this 
important issue. I would also like to thank the Commission and Staff 
for their attention and concern regarding the viability forestry within 
the Pinelands region. 
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CEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

DIVISION 0'" .. ARKS AND ,"ORESTRY 

Terrence D Moore 
Executive Director 

TRENTON.N.J.08ez~ 

Lebanon State. Forest 
PO Box 215 
New Lisbon NJ 08064 

April 28, 1992 

New Jersey Pine lands Commission 
PO Box 7 
New Lisbon NJ 08064 

Dear Mr· Moore: 

.. IoUS': ADCRUS REPIoY TO 

I was·:· quite pleased to learn recently that the Pinelands 
Commission has convened expert panels to review key topics 
including forestry in the Pinelands. I~ is· becoming increasingly 
obvious that this review is needed. 

As a 'forest superintendent, I am in the unique position of 
being both a supplier of raw materials, and consumer of finished 
products. It is becomin'g ever more difficult to provide timber for 
sale, and conversely, to purchase needed finished products. I have 
recently tried to purchase large quantities of white cedar boards, 
shingles, etc. for restoration of historic structures at Whitesbog 
Village. Ten years ago I could purchase these materials from any 
one of several sawmills. Today I find only one mill operating, 
which can provide only a portion of what is needed. 

Forestry in the Pinelands is suffering. It has appa~ently 
become so difficult to obtain a harvesting permit that this 
activity has almost ceased entirely. This was never intended by 
the Pinelands Act, as witnessed by the Comprehensive Management 
Plan. Section 6-401 of that plan states the following: 

-Forest vegetation represents a unique and 
financially valuable part of the essential 
character of the Pinelands. If they are 
properly managed, Pinelands forests represent 
significant economic opportunities to their owners 
while perpetuating the overall ecological value 
of the Pinelands. This part encourages commercial 
forestry that will maximize forest land values 
and provide for the long-term economic and 
environmental integrity of the Pinelands." 



Terrence D. Moore 
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The wisdom of this section lies in its acceptance that 
economic and environmental issues are inevitably linked in the 
Pinelands, and are not mutually exclusive. The forest management 
objectives on State owned lands can usually only be accomplished by 
commercial timber sales. The timber sale contract is carefully 
constructed to meet the silvicultural needs of the forest. 

Proper forest management can be a key to maintaining the 
diverse environment that is the Pine lands • Indeed, it was 
sometimes less than proper forest management that. shaped the 
Pinelands as we know it. Many of the rare and endangered species 
of the Pinelands are found in the areas of man's greatest 
disturbance. Yet some now call for all disturbance to cease in 
order to study these species and develop plans to manage them 
through carefully designed experimentation. 

If over the course of 200 years, man's activities have given 
us the Pinelands we cherish today, perhaps those activities should 
continue. even as we study and ·plan for the future •. 

I applaud your efforts to review the work of the Pinelands 
Commission as it relates to forestry and other issues, and wish you 
the best of luck in this process. 

CMB/plp 
c: See Page 3 

Sincerely, 

) -' -- '" ;: 
Christian M. Bethmann 
Superintendent 



Terrence D. Moore 
Page 3 

c: Pinelan~s Commission Members 

Candace McKee Ashmun 
B. Budd Chavooshian 
Thomas B. Darlington 
Stephen V. Lee, III 
Judith Norcross 
Richard J. Sullivan 

Ann L. ~uerbach 
Alan Avery 
William J. Brown 
Helene Chudzik 
Michael J. Hogan, Esq. 
Brian Lefke 
K. Brian McFadden 

Pine lands Forestry Workshop Participants 

G. Lester ~lpaugh 
Thomas Breden 
Robert Cartica 
Paul Evans 
Ted Gordon 
David Harrison 
Tom Hirshblond 
Charles Horner 

Division of Parks and Forestry 

Gregory A. Marshall 
Richard F. Barker 
Thomas J. Pogranicy 

Liz Johnson 
John Kuser 
Robert Lund 
Larry Niles . 
Tony Petrongolo 
James Rozmus 
Olin White, Jr. 
Robert Zampella 
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JUl14 mE COP, 
NEW JERSEY FORESTRY ASSOC.IATION, INC.. 

RONALD J. SHEAY, SECRETARY 

1628 PROSPECT ST .• TRENTON, NJ 08638 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 
Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

196-A Madison Lane 
Jamesburg, NJ 08831 
July 8, 1992 

DIRECTORS 
AIch8rd W_t. President 
CtI .... C. Ayw1, Vice President 
AonUt J. Sheey, Secretary 
All ..... Hoaford-Knlgh" Treasurer 
JohnKu8er 
.. ,.. SyIviII .. II .... 
George H. Plenon 
Gregory Tertwne 
Wayne .... l" 
Thomaa F. Bullock 
Enrtoo Togna 

Please find enc losed a copy of a· Rese 1 ut i on passed 
unanimously by the Board of Directors ~f our Association 
regarding the present permit requir~ments being employed by 
your Pinelands Commission. 

We believe the Resolution speaks for itself and we 
respectfully ask you to consider this matter carefully. 

It is our opinion that the encouragement of gOvd 
forestry practice will enhance the retention and 
perpetuation of forests in the Pinelands, which is one of 
your stated long term goals. The current regulations do not 
accomplish this. 

Richard F. west 
President 



NEW JERSEY FORESTRY ASSOCIATION 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the New Jersey P"i.nelands Commission has sOlicted 
public review and comment on their present pOlicies and 
requirements regarding forestry activities within their 
area of jurisdiction, and 

WHEREAS, their current regulations and procedures require 
forestry practices such as timber harvesting to undergo 
the same application and approval procedures as·is applied 
to major subdivisions and other developments, and 

WHEREAS, we believe these requirements are illogical, 
unreasonable and unfair; and very burdensome to the 
landowner wishing to practice forestry by necessitating 
considerable expense, time and effort, and 

WHEREAS, these requirements constitute a significant 
disincentive to the practice of sound forest management, 
and are in direct opposition to many of the federal and 
state agencies and programs which are directed to 
encourage and promote responsible forest stewardship and 
silvicultural practice by providing incentives for so doing, and 

WHEREAS, forestry is an agricultural activity which does not 
cause a change in land use and should be treated as such, 
not as a development; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Directors 
of the 900-member New Jersey FOl."estry Association that the 
Pinelands Commission exempt forestry from the requirements 
of Pinelands regulations subject only to the requirement 
of a forest management plan approved by the Office of the 
State Forester, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the State Forestry Services ~B 
the singular public agency in New Jersey with professional 
expertise and experience to supervise and administer 
forestry activities in the Pinelands, and should be delegated 
that responsibility by cooperative agreement with the 
Pinelands Commission, and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that copies of this Resolution be 
sent to members of the Pinelands Commission and appropriate 
State officials. 

APPROVED by the Board of Directors of t~e New Jersey Forestry 
Association at its regular meetin~ on June 24, 1992. 

Executi 



July 15, 1992 

Dear Pinelands Commission: 

JUll? 8ll 

THE:· PINELANDS COMMISSION 
. P.O. BOX :7 
NE~-l LISBON, NJ 08064 

AS MEMBERS OF THE FORESTRY ASSOC. AND LAND OWNERS IN THE' PINELANDS 

PRESERVE, WE HAVE A VESTED INTEREST IN ANY LAWS, RULES, REGULATIONS, ETC. WHICH 

MAY CHANGE WITHIN YOUR JURISDICTION. 

" 1/ WE ARE IN COMPLETE AGREEMENT WITH THE RESOLUTION PRESENTED TO YOU BY N.J. 

FORESTRY ASSOCIATION, AND BELIEVE THAT ANY ~NGES MADE CONCERNING SUCH MATTERS 

SHOULD ALWAYS GET INPUT FROM THE PEOPLE WHO~WILL ULTIMATELY AFFECT. 

'~/'hr-
NANCY M. FISHER 

P-a-nJeh~---
DANIEL D. FISHER 



Mr. John Stokes 
Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear 1vlr. Stokes: 

Andrew G. Windisch 
The Nature Conservancy 
P.O. Box 312 
Chatsworth, NJ 08019 

June 25, 1992 

I understand that you recently conducted a CMP review workshop related to 
forestry in the Pinelands. One of the issues brought up by Terrance Moore and discussed 
briefly by the panel was the need for forestry management standards in the Pine Plains. 
I have prepared some Pinelands CMP amendment proposals which I feel will address the 
major ecological concerns of the Pine Plains region. The unique pitch pine genetics, 
species composition and frequent fire regime of the Pine Plains region raise special 
concerns pertaining not only to the Forestry Standards of the CMP, but to Fire 
Management Standards as well. I should state that these CMP amendment 
recommendations are my own, based on ecological research of the Pine Plains that I and 
others have done over the years. 

A. PINE PLAINS AND THEIR "PRIMARY FIRESHEDS" 

The proposed amendments focus on forestry and fire management activities within 
ate "primary fireshed" of the Pine Plains, as well as the Pine Plains themselves. The 
pine plains community is dependent on a frequent, severe fire regime. In order to 
maintain such a naturally frequent fire regime, fires must be able to ignite and burn not 
only within the plains, but also ignite and burn from a larger, contiguous fireshed into 
the ph1ins. The "primary fireshed" would be defined as the area that contains most of 
the fires that burn into or out of the pine plains vegetation. Although less common but 
far larger wildfires can enter the plains from greater distances away from the "secondary 
fireshed" (Le. the entire pine barrens north of the Mullica River), the most frequent, 
pine plains-maintaining fires would be contained within primary firesheds extending 
between .25 and 4 miles from the edge of the plains vegetation. This distance depends 
on vegetation/soil patterns, local topography/geography and .thedistribution and 
orientation of wetlands and other firebreaks. I have prepared and enclosed a map of the 
East and West Plains "primary firesheds" (see attached map), the bounds of which I feel 
can be justified on the basis of: 1) the distribution of wildfires since the 1930's in and 
adjacent to the Pine Plains, documented by fire records, historical aerial photography and 
some preliminary tree ring analyses (Windisch and Good, 1991; Buchholz and Zampella, 
19~7; NJ Forest Fire Service Records); 2) distributions of dwarf pine plains, transitional 
pine plains (Harshberger, 1916; Lee and Millen, 1920; McCormick and Buell, 1968; 
Windisch, 1986) and contiguous pitch pin~-blackjack oak barrens and other pine-oak 



forest types (McCormick, 1970; McCormick and Jones, 1973), all of which have a 
similar fire-adapted species composition and high levels of serotiny among their pitch 
pine populations (Givnish, 1980); and 3) the distribution of firebreaks (both natural and 
man-made) capable of halting the majority of wildfires (Windisch, 1987), particularly 
with fire suppression and moderate burning conditions. 

In the Forked River Mountain area, several small pockets of dwarf pine plains 
and hydric pine plains are surrounded by broad areas of transitional pine plains 
(Windisch, 1986; 1990), pitch pine-blackjack oak barrens, and other pine-oak forest 
types (McCormick, 1970; McCormick and Jones, 1973), most of which show very high 
levels of serotiny in pitch pine (Givnish, 1980). The Forked River Mountain Plains 
Fireshed has been delineated to include these communities (see attached map). 

Some extensive tree oak-dominated stands might be considered for inclusion in 
the primary firesheds because of their proximity to and down wind position from pine 
plains vegetation without a highly effective intervening firebreak, resulting in a much 
greater wildfire hazard than the oak-pine fuel type would suggest. These areas include 
forest between the Garden State Parkway and Munion Field as part of the East Plains 
Fireshed, between Mill Creek and Rt. 72 as part of the East Plains Fireshed, and 
between Rt. 539 and Old Halfway Road as part of the West Plains Fireshed. 

B. UNIQUE PITCH PINE GENETICS, SPECIES COMPOSmON AND FORESTRY 
STANDARDS 

A whole suite of genetically controlled. or influenced traits in Plains pitch pine 
strongly suggest a genetically distin~t ecotype of pitch pine has evolved within the 
region's frequent, severe fire regime. These traits include early loss of apical dominance 
among post-fire sprouts and seed-derived stems, resulting in shrubby, contorted, or 
laterally sprawling growth forms (Good and Good, 1975; Windisch 1986; 1990); 
production of multiple basal sprouts immediately after and for many years following fire 
(Buchholz and Good, 1982; Windisch and Good, 1991); spontaneous production of 
multiple stems in saplings even in the absence of fire (J.Kuser, pers. com.; Windisch, 
1990); especially precocious production of cones among sprouts and saplings (Andresen, 
1957; Good and Good, 1975; Frasco and Good, 1976); and very high (90-100%) 
frequencies of serotiny (Givnish, 1980). This genotype occurs in the vast majority of 
the Plains pitch pine popUlation, and at much lower but still significant frequencies in 
the surrounding fireshed, except for percent serotiny which remains high throughout. 

Tree harvesting within these communities of naturally high serotiny levels is 
expected to select against the serotinous trait, by removing/the trees and serotinous seed 
bank before seeds can be naturally released by fire. Not/only would serotiny levels in 
the popUlation decline with tree harvesting over time, but all of the unique genetic traits 
noted above which are often linked with serotiny would decline as well. This selection 
against serotiny and the unique traits would be particularly acute in stands near the 
periphery of these communities, or near enclaves of reduced serotiny in and near 
wetlands, where nearby non-serotinous pitch pine would act as the primary seed source 
during reestablishment of the harvest site i a the absence of fire. 

From the standpoint of scientific information, tree harvesting in and near the 



Plains would destroy tree ring data obtainable from fire scars and stem age-cohorts, 
which are used to reconstruct the pre-record fire history of the region. This early fire 
history information is needed to develop a fire management plan for the Pine Plains and 
~ciru~. . 

Because of the uruque genetics of pitch pine in these commuruties, and the 
possibili~ of uruque adaptions to frequent fire in blackjack oak and other species, all 
reforestation activities in disturbances should use seed locally derived from adjacent or 
geneticly comparable populations. Also, the uruque species composition most ~ically 
dominated by serotinous pitch pine and blackjack oak with high stand densities, make 
it necessary to revegetate using the same species composition and densities as existed 
prior to disturbance. 

c. DEVELOPMENT IN THE PINE PLAINS REGION AND FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Being among the most flammable fuel types in this country, stands of pine plains 
and the adjacent pine-dominated forests of their fireshed are by far the most extreme fire 
hazard areas in the Pinelands. In the face of the frequent catastrophic forest fires of this 
region, long term protection of structures by fire protection agencies should be 
considered unlikely, even if the fire. hazard mitigation standards and guidelines for 
construction of N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.124 and 6.125 are implemented. The construction of 
structures and fire hazard fuel breaks in this region would in many cases disrupt the 
~ical burning regime of the area, causing a sigruficant adverse impact to the fire 
dependent, globally rare pine plains commuru~. The presence of development in the 
Pine Plains and their firesheds would also make fire management and fire control efforts 
far more difficult and dangerous. Development proposals in this region should be 
required to address all of these ecological and societal costs. 

Although resource extraction poses less of a fire hazard problem, the large 
unvegetated or sparsely vegetated swaths create a far more serious disruption of natural 
fire regimes, let alone directly destroying rare commuruties or species. Even with 
reclamation, the reestablishment of natural commuruties to their former complete species 
composition and fireshed function would take several decades. Resource extraction 
within the Pine Plains and their primary firesheds is a completely incompatible land use, 
and it is recommel1ded that the appropriate portions of the CMP be amended to reflect . 
this. For existing mines in the primary firesheds, new clearings need to be avoided to 
prevent further disruption of the fireshed, and revegetation using standards similar to 
those suggested here under 7:50-6.44, 12 should be considered. New areas of mining 
below the water table need to be avoided to prevent the permanent disruption of the 
fireshed by large man-made water bodies. 

D. PRESCRIBED BURNING AND ECOSYSTEM MAINTENANCE IN THE PINE 
PLAINS REGION AND PINELANDS IN GENERAL 

N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.121 states that the purpose of fire management in the Pinelands 
js to protect life and p~ope~ from catastrophic forest fires, as well as to ensure the 
mainte'1ance of the Pinelands forest ecosystems. However, no provision was made 
to address the different fire regimes needed to maintain the diversity of pinelands natural 
communities and the ecological effects of prescribed burning as presently done in New 



Jersey (typically with frequent, low intensity backing fires in winter). Because this type 
of prescribed burning to reduce fuels is not just being done around buildings or along 
narrow, strategic firebreaks, but is ~eing conducted on about 10,000 acres annually in 
State Parks, Forests and Wildlife Management Areas of the Pinelands, some major 
ecological changes at the community level are becomming apparent. In the more 
extreme cases, a complete loss of one or more shrub/ground cover strata has occurred 
and seedling regeneration of pine and oak is halted or altered. The complete loss of 
strata greatly reduces plant community diversity and removes habitat which many animal 
species may depend on. Over the long term, this type of prescribed burning can be 
expected to change canopy composition and structure, particularly for more fire 
dependent, pine dominated communities. Windisch and Good (1991) demonstrated that 
repeated backing .fires accelerate the loss of dwarf pine plains to transitional pine plains 
and other pine barrens communities. There are also accounts of state endangered or 
threatened plant populations being destroyed or damaged by prescribed burning 
operations. If prescribed burning is going to continue at the current scale, the ecological 
effects must be addressed and in some cases the prescribed burning methods modified. 

Any comments the Commission staff might have on the feasibility of adopting 
these amendments or some revised version thereof, and on the ecological basis used for 
the amendments would be appreciated. 

Andrew G. Windisch 

cc: Michael Catania 

enc. 
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE PINELANDS COMPREHENSIVE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN PERTAINING TO FORESTRY AND FIRE MANAGEMENT 
IN THE PINE PLAINS REGION 
(Andrew G. Windisch, 6-25-92) 

PART IV - FORESTRY 
7:50-6.44 Forestry Standards 

Add: 11. and 12. 

11. That no harvesting of trees or shrubs be conducted within the pine plains and 
primary pine plains fireshed, except for the purpose of ecologically sound management 
to maintain or restore natural communities and habitat. 

12. That reforestation activities within disturbances of the pine plains and primary pine 
plains fireshed shall use seed locally derived from pine plains and primary pine plains 
fireshed, respectively, which are adjacent to or biologically comparable to that of the 
disturbance site being planted. Plantings shall use the appropriate species at the 
appropriate densities to recreate the plant community variant lost to disturbance. 

PART XII - FIRE MANAGEMENT 
7:50-6.124 Fire Hazard Mitigation Standards 

Modify: (a) 4 

Change, 

to, 

"Except as provided in (a) 5 below" 

"Except as provided in (a) 5 and 6 below" 

Modify: (a) 4. iii. 

Change, 

to, 

"In extreme high hazard areas a fuel break of 100 feet 
measured outward from the structure in which:" 

"In extreme fire hazard areas, exce.pt M provided in 00 Q 
below, a fuel break of 100 feet measured outward from the 
structure in which:" 



Modify: (a) 5. 

Change, 

to, 

Add: (a) 6. 

"All residential development of 100 dwelling units or more 
in high or extreme high hazard areas will have a 2oo-foot 
perimeter fuel break between all structures and the forest in 
which:" 

"All residential development of 100 dwelling units or more 
in high or extreme fim hazard areas, exce.pt .u provided in 
!Al6 below, will have a 2oo-foot perimeter fuel break between 
all structures and the forest in which:" 

6. In the most extreme fire hazard areas, including pine plains and primary pine plains 
fireshed, applications for development shall· be granted approval only if the applicant 
demonstrates that: 

i. the proposed development will not place life and property in jeopardy from the 
frequent catastrophic forest fires of the area, and; 

ii. the proposed development will not cause significant adverse impacts to the 
naturally frequent fire·regime and uniquely fire dependent species and communities of 
the area. 

Add: 6.126 

6.126 Prescribed buming 

Prescribed buming on all publicly owned lands within the Pinelands which are 
forested with native plant communities, shall be conducted in such a manner as to ensure 
the maintenance or restoration of the Pinelands forest community being burned, as well 
as its common and rare species. Prescribed fire intensity and frequency in relation to 
the maintenance needs of the community shall be addressed prior to all prescribed 
buming, particularly in the most fire dependent communities such as pine plains and 
other pitch pine dominated communities. 
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It 
State of New Jersey 

Deputment of Environmental Protection and. Energy 
. Division of Parks and Forestry 

Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

Terrence.D. Moore 
Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Usbon, N.J. 08064 

Office of Natural Lands Management 
CN 404 Trenton New Jersey 08625-0404 

(609) 984-1339 
FAX (609) 984-1427 

May 18, 1992 

Re: Pine P!8ins Forestry Standards 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

Thank you for moderating the "Fo~stry in the Pine1ands" Plan Review Workshop and for 
including me in the panel of experts. One of the issues we brielly covered was the need for forestry 
management standards in the Pine Plains. As you stated, the pine plains vegetation is one of the 
most unique and characteristic elements of the Pinelands natural environment When people all 
over the world think of the New Jersey Pinelands, an area designated as a UNESCO biosphere 
reserve, many get a mental picture of the dwarfed forests shaped by frequent fires and sandy soils. 
For many people, the pine plains are the most defining element of the Pinel~nds. 

I felt compelled to lollow up on the brief workshop discussion with a more detailed 
recommendation of forestry management standards for this globally significant natural community. 
A number of issues should be addressed in more detail such as: There is a need to identify a primary 
fireshed for each of the pine plains; The need to consider the Forked River Mountain Plains in 
addition to the East Plains and the West Plains; When and in what fashion is timber harvesting 
appropriate in the plains and their firesheds?; How should reforestation activities within the plains 
and their firesheds be carried out to preserve the genetic uniqueness of the plains vegetation and 
the species compositions of the plains and their firesheds?; How can fuel reduction work proceed 
in the pine plains and their firesheds while still maintaining the essential character of the Pinelands 
ecosystem? 

I began developing recommendations on these issues and quickly determined that the 
expertise of Forest Fire Service and Forest Management would also be needed to provide a 
thorough evaluation of the issues. Tom Hampton and I discussed this with Olin White and he 
agrees that it is important for his staff to address these issues. It might take a few weeks to pull 
together recommendations on these issues. How long will you be able to accept these types of 
recommendations and still incorporate them into the CMP? 

Printed on recycled paper 



I hope we will be able to take this opportunity to consider the management of the pine 
plains in more detail. They are certainly a very significant part of the Pinelands environment 

cc: Olin White 
Thomas Hampton 
Gregory Marshall 
James Hall 
John Stokes 

Sincerely, 

7~~ 
Thomas F. Breden 



June 5, 1992 

ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPAL ASSESSORS 
. OF BURLINGTON COUNTY 

Pinelands Commission 
Attn.: Richard Sullivan, Chairman 
P. O. Box 7 
15 Springfield Road 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

RE: NON-APPURTENANT WOODLAND-FORESTRY OPERATION, FARMLAND 
ASSESSMENT 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

I Carol A. Kerr, President and Sharon R. Austin, Co-Chairman 
Pineland/Farmland Committee, both represent the Burlington County 
Assessors Association would like comment on a viable established 
forestry review system· that works and is used throughout the 
entire State of New Jersey to implement the Farmland Assessment 
Act. This Act establishes a system to review, inspect, 
ad~inister and promote professional forestry within the Woodlands 
in the State of New Jersey. 

The Legislation develops a cooperative partnership between the 
Division of Taxation, Local Tax Assessors and the Bureau of 
Forest Management. Woodland owners that meet all the regulations 
are classified as agricultural and subsequently taxes are based 
on Farmland rates. Forestry activities are just one of many 
forms of Agricultural uses addressed under our Farmland 
Assessment program. Forestry shOUld be actively promoted to 
ensure the mutual benefits we all enjoy from healthy diverse 
woodlands. 



We have personally worked with the staff of the Bureau of Forest 
Management and have found their sincere interest and 
professionalism to be of the highest standard and their goal have 
always been to optimize the forest resource·s for all. 

Very truly yours, 

Assoc. 

>~~~~ 
Sharon R. Austin, Co-Chairman 
Burl ington County Assoc. Pinelands Conmi t·tee 

SRA-CAK/DB 

cc: Donald Kosul, Chairman 
~~J Pinelands Conmission 

John Benton 
Region B, State Forestry Services 

An affiliate of the Association of Municipal Assessors of NJ 



TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

The 
P.O. Box 7, New Lisbon, N. J. 08064 (609) 894 - 9342 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: May 18, 1992 

G. Lester AlPau{fY 

John C. Stokes 
Assistant Direct 

Pinelands Commission Plan Review Workshop 

* * * * 

Thank you very much for your participation in the 
technical experts' workshop. I hope you gained as much from 
the discussion as ~e did.. If you have any additional 
comments to offer on the topic discussed, please feel free 
to forward them to me. 

LC/ew/CP4B 



R let. \ \j t II J ~ II.." . 

Ralph Clayton & Sons 

Clayton Block Co., Inc. 

515 Route 528 

Post Office Box 928 

Lakewood. NJ 08701-0928 

CLAYTON 
Clayton Sand Co. 

Lakewood 908-363-1995 

FAX 908-367-9473 

CONCRETE' BLOCK· SAND 
Jersey Concrete Co. 

Toll Free For Ordering 

1-800-662-3044 

.1111 '\-' 15. 1992 

N. J. r i r's t I ncon>. 
rile Pennington Office Pet/'k 
114 litus Mill Road 
Penninqton, N.J. 0853~ 

Attention: Richard J. Sullivan 
President 

DeAr Mr. Sullivan: 

Re: South Jersey Forest Resource 
Council review of Pinelands 
C.M.P. 

OlJr interest was peaked by the position taken by this review 
""1.8 we ATe currently seeldng tax relief on a tract precluded from 
any other use by existing regulations. 

On~ must respect its logic and it's professional expertise. 

' .• J(~ rf?~-:.rp(~t:fl,11y '-('!qlJest th.;!.t you give serious consideration 
to the r'ecommendations offer-ed. 

111 S/lr 



July 21, 1992 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
] 14 Titus Mill Road 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

RECEIVE 0 JU'- (::11992 

I am a Landscape Architect who has submitted development applications to the Pinelands 
Commission on several occasions. Based upon my experiences, as well as those expressed 
to me by developers, landowners, and municipalities, it is apparent that the Commission is 
failing to achieve its mandate of protecting the Pine lands. They have been extremely 
effective in preventing development, but unfortunately preventing development does not 

. necessarily protect and certainly does not enhance the Pinelands. 

Long before the Pinelands Commission was established to ''Protect'' the Pine lands, there 
were farmers, boatbuilders, ironworks, etc., as well as the villages they supported. During 
formulation of the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), these same industries and 
villages were lauded as part of the Pinelands Heritage. Had they not existed before the 
Commission, however, the Commission would not allow them to exist today. Furthermore, 
by developing an expensive and cumbersome permit process in whi~h everything is a major 
development, the Commission is slowly and systematically eliminating what "heritage" is left. 
Its impact upon two traditional and supposedly "desired" activities, i.e., farming and forestry, 
is especiaily disturbing. Both have suffered immensely since adoption of the eMP and while 
forestry has not recently been a major industry, it would seem to be perfectly suited to not 
only protect and enhance the Pinelands, but also provide economic benefit through 
intelligent management as a renewable natural resource. 

The Commission's myopic approach to "protecting" the Pine lands is nothing more than a 
feeble maintenance of the Status Quo. By their adherence to the belief that all land use is 
inherently bad, they have dismissed out of hand many opportunities to correct past habitat 
destruction and thereby enhance the Pinelands. 



Mr. Richard J. Sul1ivan 
July 21, 1992 
Page Two 

This misguided belief underlines the Commission's fundamental misunderstanding of the 
social and economic aspects of the Pinelands and their interrelationship and inevitable 
impacts upon its ecology. The Commission has never failed to exhort the bad effects that 
poor land use and development has had upon the Pine lands. Unfortunately, it has failed 
miserably to acknowledge, perhaps even grasp the possibilities for enhancement that 
sensitive land .use can, in fact, bring. 

• Why can't endangered species be re-introduced? 

• Why can't critical habitat be created? 

• Why can't foresters be permitted to utilize and manage some of its renewable 
resources in a manner that will insure its long term health and vigor? 

• Why can't thoughtful developers be allowed to provide housing and business 
opportunities in designated areas to those whose vested interest it would be to 
protect and enhance the Pinelands? 

• Why can't the Pine lands be restored? 

Because the Commission has not and will not permit it. 

Furthermore, t~rough its unmitigated contempt of landowners who would utilize the 
Pinelands natural resources and its arrogant disregard of those with the experience and 
expertise to manage them, the Commission is alienating, and in some cases, destroying its 
most important constituency. Through its presumed omnipotence, the Commission's staff 
or inexperienced environmental scientists and experienced lawyers 8re insuring the 
Pine lands' slow, but certain, deterioration. 

Until the Commission is made answerable for its actions and non-actions, it is ine'vitable that 
the "Pine lands" will one day exist only as an image that they dispel upon a naive and 
uninformed public. 

Timothy Kaluhiokalani, ASLA 
Landscape Architect 



July 29, 1992 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
113 Titus Mill Road 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

RECF'\VE 0 JUL 3U 1992 
t' ~,4qs 3 
I It t. C Iffiy 

I am writing this letter to express some of my views and opInIons on the Pine lands 
Commission's intent to preserve and protect the Pinelands. I am an environmental scientist 
with broad knowledge and understanding of various environmental issues including the 
unique character of the Pinebarrens gained through my education at Stockton State College, 
numerous short courses, seminars and certifications, as well as years of experience working 
as an environmental professional. 

Through my experience dealing with Pinelands on development applications, it is my 
impression that the Commission is anti-development. Their stated mandate is to protect, 
preserve and enhance the natural resources while promoting agricultural, recreational, 
residential and commercial uses in the Pine lands. In truth, they do all within their significant 
power to prevent all land use. I strongly believe that the Commission's strategy to achieve 
its goal of "preserve and protect" the Pine lands is a "Lets Leave It Alone" policy. Their 
methodoiogj inciudes an expensive, cumbersome application procedure generally impossible 
for a landowner to afford. The endless requests for additional and often irrelevant 
information, the long delays in their review, the costs imposed on the applicant are all 
designed to make him just "go away". 

For example, rare sighting of endangered or threatened species dating back from 1930s 
should not constitute a reason for a landowner to give up his or her rights to develop the 
land. If the landowners wish to dispute the Pine lands, then they are required to hire a 
professional consultant to perform an extensive detailed study to dispute the Pinelands and 
as a result, the landowner will most likely "go away" because of the exorbitant cost and 
lengthy applicaiion process. 



Mr. Richard Sullivan 
July 29, 1992 
Page Two 

The bias and subjectivity of review staff imposing restrictions on what is developable land 
is also evident. I have submitted over 200 wetland permit applications to Army Corps of 
Engineers and New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy and 
obtained approvals from both agencies with very little difficulty. However, I have yet to 
obtain ~ wetlands approval from the Pinelands without significantly altering the wetlands 
line, which is based on united methods accepted by EPA, US Fish and Wildlife Service and 
US Department of Agriculture, because of the inconsistencies in the review staff. To date, 
I do not know why the Pinelands do not follow the united method of delineating wetlands. 
In fact, they have no clear definition of what constitutes a wetland which allows them to be 
extremely capricious. 

The Comprehensive Management Plan, (CMP) states that the wetlands serve a number of 
functions including natural drainage system, removal of excess inorganic nutrient from 
surface and groundwater, habitat for wildlife, etc., which are excellent reasons to preserve 
their integrity. Therefore, I do agree with importance of preserving wetlands and other 
critical areas, however, the Pine lands imposing a 300 feet buffer around an isolated wetland 
in a cleared field surrounded by major development only indicates the Commission's anti-
development policy. . . 

The Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) also addresses the importance of 
pine lands forest in terms of cultural, ecological, scenic and economic resources and the need 
for its maintenance and economic return from timber harvest, thus providing opportunities 
for the continuous uses for the regions renewable resources. In addition, the CMP 
specifically states "Failure to clearcut Atlantic White Cedar and control competing hardwood 
reduces the chances of the re-establishment of this economically valuable species".. In 
practice, however, the Pinelands discourages any clearcutting of Atlantic White Cedar. 
Typically they mention sighting of some endangered or threatened species on the property 
or cite somt: other issue requiring I,;ustly reports prohibitive to forestry operations in order 
to discourage any cutting and to ensure "Just Leave It Alone" policy. 

Furthermore, if the Commission's forestry program is intended to meet the objectives as 
stated in CMP by providing opportunities for continuous uses of forest products, and to 
encourage small scale logging operations, then the Forestry permit application should not 
be reviewed as a major development application. The requirements of the application is 
cost prohibitive with cumbersome and sometimes almost impossible for a landowner or small 
logger to comply, not to mention the fact that most of the requirements are irrelevant when 
applied to forestry as a land use. A simple means to permit sound forestry and facilitate the 
CMP's stated goals would be to hire a professional forester with expertise and knowledge 
o~ Pine lands ecosystem to encourage and ensure that the forestry practices are in the best 
interest of the Pine lands, as well as for the landowners. Currently there are none on staff. 



Mr. Richard Sullivan 
July 29, 1992 
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Overall, I applaud Pinelands Commission's accomplishments for protecting one of New 
Jersey's greatest resources, but there should be a stable balance from just "preserve and 
protect" to the sound management of these resources to provide maximum benefits to both 
man and environment. 

2F-fl. r~~~;;j-------------
Yong Kong 
Environmental Scientist 



Ymlg Kong 
222 Mattix Run 
Abseco~, NJ 08201 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
113 Titus Mill Road . 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 

111 ••• 1. , I , .1.1 , • , I! , , I , .1.1,11,111 , , J '1 •• 1.1.1,1'11 



Mr •. Richard J. Sul11 van 
President 
N. J;~ First Incorp. 
The Penn1ngton Off1ce Park 
114 Titus Mill Road 
Penn1ngton. N. J. 08534-4305 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

26 Bailey Street 
Woodstown. N. J.. 08098~ 
J.uly 17. 1992. 

I am a woodland oWner and have a Wood+and Management Plan 
wh1ch is good for land. 

However, I have a difficult t1me with the over-regulation. 
by., the Pinelands Commission, of forestry acti vi ties. 

We already have the Department of Env1ronmental 
Protection Bureau of Forest Management, who oversees 
the farmland assessments. 

Forestry 1s cons1dered agricultural and should be exempt. 
$S are all other agr1cultural act1v1ties. 

cc: Olin Wh1te 
State Forester 

Respectfully Yours, 

Louis Bader 

P. S.: I would like to mention that r 
have owned my property for 
twenty-two years. 



EORGE F. PETTINOS, INC. 
123 COULTER AVE., ARDMORE, PA. 19003 Area Code 215.- 649-6210 

INDUSTRIAL & CONSTRUCTION SANDS, INDUSTRIAL MINERALS, and FOUNDRY MATERIALS 

July 27, 1992 

Richard J. Sullivan, President 
~ew Jersey First Incorp. 
The Pennington Office Park 
114 Titusmill Road 
Pennington, N.J. 08534-4305 

RE: SILVICULTURE IN THE PINELANDS REGION 

Dear Chairman of the Pinelands Commission: 

Our Company owns significant acreage of vacant land in southern New Jersey. For 
many years most of this land has remained idle. Last year, our Company decided to 
implement a forestry program through Woodland Management Plans on a substantial portion 
of our vacant land holdings. However, many acres are situated in the Pine1ands region. 
As I understand the process, the fact, where silvicu1tural farmlands are situated 
in the Pine1ands region, greatly complicates farming and harvesting practices due 
to regulatory burdens. 

I am writing this letter to question both why is not forestry (silvi~ulture) treated 
as agriculture and why silviculture is treated as a major development with respect 
to the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan in relation to the responsibilities 
of a 1 andowner. 

First, my question to you is IIWhy is not silviculture treated the same way under 
Pinelands regulations as agriculture is treated?1I Agriculture and silviculture are 
both practices in farming the soil, albeit on a different time scale. Forestland 
that is covered under a Woodland Management Plan has a registered professional forester 
who oversees and provides input into the ongoing activities that occur on a timber 
stand from year to year. It is my understanding that most timberland farming operations 
selectively harvest the woods so that regrowth of the next generation is maximized 
for a given tree type. Agriculture requires complete land clearing for growing farm 
produce and that exposes the barren topsoil to erosion during off-growing seasons. 
Agriculture performs complete harvesting which maintains barren topsoil conditions 
during the off-growing seasons. Thu~, a silvicultural practice is advantageous for 
retaining topsoil on site as compared to an agricultural practice. 



Silvicultural practices use dramatically less fertilizers in an operation as compared 
to an agricultural practice. 

Agricultural practices take little or no account for the existing wildlife living 
in an area. On the one hand, agriculture pursues raising livestock not native to 
the cleared land area. On the other hand, silviculture takes into account native 
wildlife considerations in its operational activities. Silviculture pursues reducing 
adverse impacts to native wildlife during harvesting and enhances some habitats for 
nesting and breeding of native wildlife. Agricultural practices do not minimize 
the adverse, environmental impact on an ecosystem and its ecological balance. 

In summary, ·the following six (6) points describe several differences, in no particular 
order, between silvicultural practices and agricultural practices as examined from 
a Pinelands protection point of view: 

SILYICULTURAL ADVANTAGES OVER AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES 
FROM A PINELANDS PERSPECTIVE 

1. Professional management oversight on an annual basis. 

2. Far less wind erosion impact on topsoil. 

3. Far less weather erosion impact on topsoil. 

4. Far less ground water pollution impact from fertilizers. 

5. Far less wildlife impact from habitat destruction. 

6. Far greater wildlife impact in quality and diversity. 

Second, my question to you is "Why is silviculture treated the same way under Pinelands 
regulations as a major development is treated?" Silviculture is a recognized and 
specialized practice in farming. Forestry nutures and harvests forest "crops"; forestry 
does not erect rateable improvements. Major developments create rateable improvements. 

Forestry is compatible with the New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan. 
On Page 234 of the Pinelands C.M.P., under the heading IiForestry Program li , the first 
three (3) sentences of the first paragraph reads as follows: liThe Pinelands ' forests 
are an important cultural, ecological, scenic, and economic resource. Proper management 
of this resource will ensure its maintenance and result in greater economic returns 
on the harvested timber. The current yield of timber in the Pinelands is below the 
region's potential because of fire, excessive cutting, and poor management. II A 
woodland management plan can ensure: the proper management of timberland, an increase 
in the yield of timber and the quantity of native trees, and propogate this important 
resource. . 

Further support which illustrates forestry's compatibility with Pinelands C.M.P. is 
found on Page 412 under ~art 4 - Forestry, Section 6-401., under the paragraph describing 
Purpose. That paragraph states: "Forest vegetation represents a unique and financially 



valuable part-of the essential character of the Pinelands. If they are properly 
managed, Pinelands forests represent significant economic opportunities to their 
owners while perpetuating the overall ecological value of the Pinelands. This part 
encourages commercial forestry that will maximize forest land values and provide 
for the long-term economic and environmental integrity of the Pinelands." (emphasis 
added) 

In the global picture, it is important to save trees. Yet trees, like human beings, 
have definitive life- spans. Trees germinate, grow to maturity, live on in decline, 
and finally die off. I opine that it is best to utilize trees once they are mature 
and let the landowner foster the regeneration process at an enhanced rate. 

Trees are also one of many natural resources. Similar to crude oil, sand, farmers' 
livestock and natural gas, the tree plays an integral role in the life and quality 
of mankind as we know it today. Unlike a number of natural resources, however, the 
tree is a readily renewable -resource. 

Our Company has a small number of sites where we sold off the timber to interested 
parties anywhere from ten (10) to thirty (30) years ago. Those parties came in and 
clear cut the sites leaving behind the tree stumps with about two (2) to three (3) 
feet of the tree trunk as well. Due to the phenomena of tree sprouting from the 
trunks and stumps and of site scarification resulting in ground germination regrowth, 
the number of trees growing per acre now far exceeds the number of trees growing 
per acre originally! The point I am trying to illustrate is that though a large 
scale harvest of trees occurred, there are now more trees returning in the same land 
area! 

Accordi ngly, s imil ar to farml and owners and thei r practi ces, wood1 and owners culti vate 
and harvest timL't!rland utilizing silvicultural techniques. In the same vein and 
as compared to IIcropland ll farmers, I ask you to treat IIwoodland ll farmers in the same 
fashion. Agricultural farmers cultivate and harvest their crop or livestock year 
to year. Silvicultural farmers perform the same task, but on a longer time scale. 
Agriculture and silviculture are both farming practices; please treat them equally. 

Along the same lines, I ask you not to treat silvicultural activities as a major 
development. Farmland operations, whether agricultural or silvicultural in scope, 
are a continuous and repetitive process. Again, silviculture requires a longer time 
scale to go through a IIcrop·1 cycle. A forestry program is not a major development; 
please do not treat it as such. 

Mr. Sullivan, I thank you for taking the time to read this letter. I have attempted 
to keep this letter clear and simple with respect to my two (2) questions and supporting 
statements. I believe I have provided you with enough concise information to allow 
you to make the changes to relieve silviculture from the current, unnecessary over-kill 
of regulatory requirement~ and treat silviculture as an equal to agriculture. I 
welcome any responses you may have to this letter. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Beau Pettinos 
Real Estate Department 

BP/dsp 



Of NEECf APPENDIX F 

The Pinelands Commission 
.., ~ P.O. Box 7, New Lisbon, N. J • 08064 (609) 894 - 9342 ... 0 "t. ... 
~< ,," 
-1~l)s " co"'+ April 9, 1992 

James Hall 
Assistant commissioner 
Natural & Historic Resources 
CN 402 . 
station Plaza 5 
501 East state st., Floor 3 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0402 

Oear Jil1l: 

Thanks very much for meetinq with us on April 8. We thought 
the meeting was productive in that a framework was established 
within which more de~ailed·forestry policies can be developed 
and, ultimately, forest manaqement plans for public lands can be 
formulated. . 

I believe that the overridinq principle which you set forth 
was that forest management activities should enhance and maintain 
the characteristic Pinelands environment, which is exhibited by a 
diversity of forest types, wildlife habitats, and unusual plant 
and animal communities, and resource based uses should be op­
timized provided that they do not alter this characteristic en­
vironment. Within this context, several points of clarification 
are appropriate: 

l~ In terms of public lands, resource based uses are meant to 
include those for which DEPE has manaqement responsibility, 
such as recreation and parks management, forestry and forest 
manaqement, natural areas management and fish and wildlife 
management; 

2. In terms of private land holdings, optimizing forestry op­
portunities should consider economics but not, of course, at 
the expense of the Pinelands environment; 

3. Care must be taken to avoid use and user conflicts between 
these resource based activities on public lands; and 

4. It may be appropriate to consider a range of different 
forest management techniques depending upon specific site 
conditions, special objectives {e.g., maintenance of pine 
plains and cedar swamp communities}, and the extent to which 
varying techniques may be incorporated into comprehensive 
forest management plans for publicly owned lands. 

"" ... - ... ~ - - I __ .1.. "..... '. ,... •• • . ... • ". .,. ~ _ ., .... _ • 
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It I have misstated anything, please let me know. 

We were also successful in rescheduling the technical ex­
perts' meeting for April 29. Invitations will be going out 
shortly to the appropriate DEPE staff •. We'll let you know what 
comes out ~f that session. 

Again, many thanks for your 

km/SP10C3j'-PYB 

cc: Carl Nordstrom 
Olin White 
steve Herb 
Terrence D. Moore 
Robert Zampella 
Chuck Horner 
Larry Liggett 

C. Stokes 
sistant Director 



Economic Impacts of the Pinelands Plan 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel 'of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on 
May 6, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for this meet­
ing; a series of questions to be explored (Appendix B), back­
ground information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public 
comments received prior to the meeting (Appendix D) were provided 
to each participant. Public comments received subsequent to the 
meeting are included in Appendix E of this report. 

Mr. Stokes served as workshop coordinator and panelists were 
asked to freely express their opinions as individual experts and 
not as representatives of an agency or organization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and 
'present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
A tape recording of the entire seven (7) hour session is avail­
able for review at the Commission's offices. Since different 
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to 
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion 
points and recommendations. 

Recommendations are described throughout the text in bold and are 
numbered sequentially. Because this particular workshop was the 
second in a series held by the Commission, each recommendation 
begins with the number 2. For ease of reference, a table has 
also been prepared which identifies each recommendation presented 
by one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es­
timates of the resources and time needed to carry out the recom­
mendation and other information which the Commission may wish to 
consider when deciding which recommendations should be pursued. 

III. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. General economy 

The panel concluded that the studies done to date on the economic 
impact of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) were 
~enerally thorough and do not suggest that it has had a sig­
nificant negative impact on the region. No other analyses were 
referenced that would indicate a contrary view. 

1 



Although not presented as specific recommendations, the panel 
discussed a number of indicators which they felt could be used to 
monitor the region's economy on short and long term bases. Among 
those discussed were: 

* Product output. Data on industry output is available only 
at the state level and disaggregation to regional and 
municipal levels may be problematic. Alternatively, surveys 
of business data such as numbers of employees, wage levels 
and value added levels is apparently available from 
municipalities in five-year time periods. An additional 
source might be state tax receipts on retail sales. 

* Employment levels. Employment analyses can be structured to 
account for number of persons employed per household, family 
income, and unemployment levels. 

* Median income levels. This can be expanded to include a 
comparison of income levels to median housing prices. 

The use of share analyses (e.g., Pinelands municipalities as a 
percentage of the region and the state) was discussed and the ap­
proach was supported by the panel except as noted below for land 
and housing markets. The panel recognized that most 'data can not 
be disaggregated below municipal levels and this may mask some 
intra-municipal displacement trends from portions of 
municipalities within the Pinelands to portions outsiqe. Con­
ducting Pinelands-wide share analyses may also mask some inter­
municipal shifts within the Pinelands. Comparative analyses of 
similar municipalities (e.g., growth and low growth communities) 
may indicate whether or not any of these shifts have occurred. 

In the context of general economic topics, the panel also dis­
cussed "opportunities foregone" and "costs avoided" as a result 
of the CMP as well as other less tangible "benefits" of the Plan. 
One panel member believed that opportunities foregone might have 
been relevant when the CMP was first instituted, but is not a 
material issue at this point in time. 

Problems with analyzing "opportunities foregone" an,d. "costs 
avoided" were discussed. Since 'many of these types of analyses 
must rely on speculative data, the panel reiterated th'e benefits 
of using share and comparative analyses. 

For example, significant negative trends in certain indices may 
be more indicative of opportunities foregone relative to other 
areas, rather than to a net reduction or loss in that index. 
Comparative analyses of employment growth and development trends 
between similar municipalities (growth and low growth com­
munities) in and outside the Pinelands might also ihdicate 
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whether opportunities are being foregone within the Pinelands. A 
,similar approach to analyze cost avoidance might be possible 
using municipal expenditure data'. 

Benefit analyses were presented as the most difficult of all to 
conduct because they are much more qualitative in nature. 

Recommendation 2.01 continue to monitor building permit, employ­
ment, population and municipal tax and expenditure data. 
While past studies have not shown' any significant negative im­
pacts of the CMP, there was a consensus among the panelists that 
the Commission should continue to monitor data on these in­
dicators. Share analysis would continue to be employed. 

Other recommendations which follow were offered as a way to 
supplement this rather basic monitoring effort. 

Recommendation 2.02 Classify Pinelands 'and, where appropriate, 
non-pinelands municipalities according to growth potential when 
conducting trend analyses. 
This recommendation was offered as a means to slightly broaden 
Recommendation 2.01 and as a means to conduct more' in-depth 
analysis of municipal finances (Recommendations 2.07, 2.08 and 
2.09) if time and funds permit. If this recommendation is 
pursued, it was suggested that Pinelands growth municipalities be 
further grouped to reflect the relative amount of their land area 
within and outside the Pinelands. 

Recommendation 2.03 Develop a method to convert qualitative 
benefits to monetary benefits. 
While a full-fledged benefit/cost study was not recommended by 
the panel, orie member did recommend that the ability to convert 
the positive benefits of the CMP to a monetary estimate would' be 
very useful in discussions of its impacts. The difficulty of 
doing this was recognized by all. 

B. Land and Housing Markets 

The panel discussed the results of the Commission's analyses of 
land and housing markets, but focused primarily on the independ­
ent studies conducted by W. Patrick Beaton and James E. Neumann. 

There was consensus that the studies did not suggest that the CMP 
has had a negative effect on land and housing markets; however, 
several means for improving the studies were discussed. For ex­
ample the data relative to land markets in the Preservation Area 
is extremely limited and does not account for the fact that most 
sellers have not been aware that Pinelands Development Credit en­
titlements have a positive effect on property value. Continuing 
analysis of land sales data in the Preservation Area might over-
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come these data limitations. There was also discussion that the 
independent studies might benefit if specific land characteris­
tics were considered to a greater extent. 

Although the panel concluded that the use of control areas suc­
cessfully accounted for "opportunities lost" when comparing 
vacant land values in the Pinelands to those outside, some con­
cern was expressed that a similar conclusion could not be reached 
for residential properties. There was some discussion that an 
affordability index which ties residential sales prices to income 
levels might be helpful in this regard. 

Recommendation 2.04 Revise and update existing land market 
studies. 
Because land values are often perceived as one of the most con­
troversial aspects of land use planning, the panel generally felt 
that this recommendation be given priority if the Commission 
decided to undertake specifi:c studies J over and above the 
monitoring suggested in Recommendation 2.01. At the same time, 
the panel recognized that this study would be time consuming and 
expensive and would probably only confirm earlier findings. 

Updating the existing database is expected to be a relatively 
straightforward prospect. An update might provide the oppor­
tunity to refine interpretations and methods. Ways in which the 
existing studies may be improved include the use of digitized 
census tract data to get more geographic specificity of areas 
within and outside the Pinelands boundaries and the introduction 
of more property-specific characteristics. Improvements would, 
of course, further increase costs. 

In addition, the range of factors examined should be broadened to 
include the relationship between land price and personal income 
or revenue potential to provide some indication of affordability 
of housing to the region's population. 

Finally, initial sales data should be separated from resale data 
in the land market analyses. 

One panel member suggested that, to maximize credibility, such a 
study should be contracted to an independent research entity. 

Recommendation 2.05 Verify the accuracy of land market sales 
data by spot checking selected transactions with buyers and 
sellers. 
One panel member suggested that the accuracy of sales data could 
be better verified by spot checking selected transactions with 
buyers and sellers as appraisers do when preparing formal ap­
praisals. other panelists did not object to the recommendation 
if time and resources would not be taxed. 

4 



Recommendation 2.06 Determine whether the control groups used in 
residential land market studies can be broadened and improved. 
One panelist recommended that the geographic scope of control 
groups for the Beaton residential land market studies be re­
examined and broadened to ensure comprehensive and precise com­
parisons. Al though most panel members felt it might be 
worthwhile to once again evaluate the control groups, no consen­
sus was reached as to whether all of southern and central New 
Jersey should be considered. 

C. Municipal Finances 

There was a general consensus among the panelists that the 
municipal analyses done to date do not suggest any significant, 
regionwide impacts of the CMP on municipal finances, although it 
was noted that a fewPinelands municipalities were affected more 
than others. 

The panel generally concluded that, if future analyses are to be 
conducted, improvements could be made to account for the ability 
of taxpayers to finance municipal services. This was based upon 
a view that municipal services are ·not evenly provided throughout 
the state and that lower service levels (and thus rates and ex­
penditures) may, in some cases, be influenced by residents' in­
ability to pay. 

Recommendation 2.07 Conduct regional share trend analysis of 
municipal expenditures and tax burdens relative to income. 
This type. of analysis, supported by most panel members, would 
supplement existing analyses and would account for differepces 
that may exist among communities relative to taxpayers' ability 
to pay. Income could be considered on a per capita basis al­
though preference was expressed for household income. It was 
also suggested that earned and unearned income be included, if 
possible. 

It was also suggested by one panelist that municipalities be 
grouped according to population to account for economies of scale 
in the delivery of services. For example, the panelist felt that 
it may be more efficient for communities with populations between 
10,000 and 30,000 people to provide services than smaller or 
larger municipalities. It appeared that such a classification 
would be in lieu of the "growth" classification presented in 
Recommendation 2.02. 

Although there was discussion that other types of variables might 
help to make the analysis more informative, no consensus was 
reached on specific suggestions. 
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Recommendation 2.08 Conduct regional share trend analysis of 
equalized tax bases and tax rates on a per capita basis. 
As an outgrowth of the discussion on Recommendation 2.07, one 
panelist suggested that the analysis could be broadened by 
evaluating equalized tax bases and tax rates on a per capita 
basis. 

Recommendation 2.09 Conduct regional .share trend analysis of 
equalized tax bases and disaggregate the totals for residential 
and.non-residential property classes. 
This recommendation was offered as one of the simplest ways to 
measure fiscal health of a municipality and might be an accept­
able alternative if the time and costs associated with other 
analyses are prohibitive. . 

There was little discussion as to how the results could be inter­
preted to account for differing growth levels which would greatly 
influence ratable bases and increasing costs of municipal serv­
ices which might be attendant to increasing populations. 

D. Specific Industries 

Although many panelists felt that the economic analysis previ­
ously discussed should be sufficient to judge the "health" of the 
region, there was discussion about the evaluation of specific in­
dustries. The specific segments identified by the panel were 
agriculture, mining, timber, manufacturing, construction, retail 
trade and services (including tourism/recreation), finance, in­
surance and real estate. 

The agricultural segment was discussed more than others and it 
was noted that acreage in production and debt-to-equity ratios 
might help to supplement the data to be collected relative to 
general economic indicators. Two panelists felt that the CMP had 
negatively affected farmers' ability to secure loans; however, 
other panel members did not agree. One panelist cited previous 
Pinelands research and a more recent study (Technical Report to 
the Governor's Commission on Growth in the Chesapeake Bay Region, 
January 1991) which apparently found that New Jersey farmers have 
the lowest debt-to-equity levels in the country. It was also 
stated that the study concluded that cash flow is a more impor­
tant lending criteria than property value. 

After much discussion, the panel appeared to agree that the 
agriculture and tourism/recreation industries were the least 
likely industries to be displaced from the Pinelands. Methods to 
a~sess displacement and other impacts include changes in employ­
ment, production and sales. It was suggested that the U. s. 
Department of Commerce maintains location quotients which are 
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reported on a county basis and which indicate the degree to which 
an area specializes in an. industry. The following recommendation 
reflects this discussion. 

Recommendation 2.10 Key industries can be monitored by the loca­
tion quotient method. 
There was general consensus among the panelists that this method 
represents a relatively simple means of analyzing specific in-
dustries. . 

Recommendation 2.11 Energy consumption data may be utilized to 
chart qrowth trends for specific industries. 
One panelist stated that utility companies maintain energy con­
sumption data according to standard industrial codes for each 
municipality .. The panelist suggested that this might allow for 
some analysis of growth trends, particularly if the location 
quotient method doesn't prove to be useful. This recommendation 
was not discussed at length by other panelists. 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

One member of the public expressed a concern that the environmen­
tal protection movement is under attack from development inter­
ests. This person felt that the panel did not give sufficient 
consideration to intangible values, such as quality of life, 
qlobal warming, etc. This person also urged the panel members to 
make their economic data available to legislators and the public 
in a less technical format. 
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E conomlcs W kh or s op R d f ecommen a Ions 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff( 4) 

General Economy 2.01 Continue to monitor building permit, Study 2wm-P 
employment, population and municipal tax 
and expenditure data. 

2.02 Classify Pinelands and non-Pinelands Study 3wm- P 
municipalities according to growth potential 
when conducting trend analyses 

2.03 Develop a method to convert qualitative Study 
benefits to monetary benefits 

Land and Housing 2.04 Revise and update existing land market Study 
Markets studies. 

2.05 Verify accuracy of land market sales data Study 
by spot checking selected transactions 
with buyers and sellers. 

2.06 Determine whether the control groups used Study 
in residential land market studies can 
be broadened and improved. 

(I) Rc("ummcntiatinns nUnctJ by (Inc or more panel members arc listed whether or nOllhey were discussed in detail 01 whether or nOllhey were ,uPflOrlcd by 
(liher punelish. . 

(l) 'n.rc:c 'rllel of Commiuion ',,"lions arc noled: "eM I)" dcnoln a eMil amendment; "Study" denotcs more than a nominal amount 01 lime for analysilj and 
"Admin,"' denoles Iction withoUI an Imc:ndmcnt or 'Iudy. 

(.') 'nle: "Es.limalc of RC)'(lUH""''' is an approximntion of IlilI' Of monelary rcsou(l'CS Ihal would be needed. Estimate. arc nol presented ror eMI' amendments. 

(-1) Siolfr rClOUrC" arc shuwn io w(I,k Inonths (wm) (the :tpproximalc amuuntu' ,.1:,(( lime necessary to romplde the task) hy u((icc. OHke, arc Indicaled ... 
rollo ...... : r . I'laooin,; S . S(iCOLC; UK . OcvclopmcPI Itcview; and rf . I'uhlic I'rogr:.,ns. No epll-ia arc presentcd ror leu than 1 work monlh. 

(5) Mnoclary colrics arc ,,"c'y preliminary ntimatcs of c011s .uocialed wilh ill c0l11ulling conlract or wilh the hiring or addilionalslaH. No cnlrics arc 
,i",co ir cosh arc UI'CtlclJ In he leu Ihan 11,000. 

fl,} Nolet rcp,escol '1 .. 1f (',UHIICnh .... ·faith m .. y be relcv:.nllo the ComlOis~iou', cvalualion or the reoommcndliliuns. 

-

-

-

-

$$$(5) 

-

+25% 
to any 
study 

$40,000 

$60,000 

$5,000 

$10,000 

Notes(6) 

o Charts ge!leral trends but is not industry specific 
o May assume growth is "good" 
o Provides PIC with relatively inexpensive 

monitoring system 

o Classification can be accomplished by staff 
o May require G IS and staff to reprogram 

all data 
o Analysis will increase costs of other studies 

o May be very difficult to reach agreement 
on methods 

o Results likely to be controversial 

o Expensive 
o Results may not be commensurate with 

effort 

o Results may not be commensurate with 
effort 

o Results may not be commensurate with 
effort 

o If broadened, all old data would have to 
be redone 



E conomlcs W kh or s op R ecommen d r a Ions 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendation of One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

Municipal Finances 2.07 Conduct regional share trend analysis of Study 6wm-P - o May nee~ functional GIS & staff to 
municipal expenditures and tax burdens relative complete 
to income. o Most comprehensive picture of municipal 

finance obtained 

2.08 Conduct regional share trend analysis of Study 4wm-P - o Implications of "choice" vs. "need" in tax 
equalized tax bases and tax rates on a per rate analysis may be unclear 
capita basis 

2.09 Conduct regional share trend analysis of Study 2wm - P - o Could easily be combined with 2.01 
equalized tax bases and disaggregate 
residential and non-residential property 
classes. 

Specific Industries 2.10 Key industries can be monitored by the location Study 4wm - P - o Data may not cover key industries 
quotient method in Pinelands 

o Areas outside the Pinelands but in 
Pinelands counties may dominate 

2.11 Energy consumption data may be utilized Study 4wm - P - o Uncertain how reliable trends might be due to 
to chart growth trends for specific technology changes, conservation, etc. 
industries. o Data may not cover key Pinclands industrics 

(I) Recommendalions offered by one or more panel members arc lisled whelher or not they were discussed in detail or whelher or not they were supported by 

olher panelists. 

(2) 11lree Iypes of Commission actions arc nole<l: "eM I'" denoles a eM!' amendmenl; "Sludy" denoles more than n nominal amount of time for analysis; and 
"Admin." denoles aclion wilhout an amendment or study. 

(3) TIle "Eslimale of Resources" is an approximalion of slaff or monetary resources thai would be needed. Estimates are nol presented for CMr amendmenls. 

(~) Siaff resourc<;s are shown in work monlhs (wm) (the approximale amount of staff lime necessary 10 complete the task) hy oHice. Offices arc indicated as 
follows: P . Planning; S - Science; DR - Developmenl I{eview; and 1'1' - I'ublic "rograms. No entries are presented for less than 1 work month. 

(5) Monelary enlries arc very preliminary eslimales of cosls associaled wilh a consulling contracl or wilh Ihe hiring of addilional staff. No entries are 
given if cosls arc expecled 10 he less Ihan $1,000. 

(6) Noles reprcsenl slaff comments which may lie relev3ntlo thc Commission's evaluation of the recommendalions. 



APPENDIX A 

"Economic Impacts of the Pinelands Plan" Meeting 

Name of Participant 

Marlene Asselta* 

W. Patrick Beaton* 

Allen Black 

Robert Burchell 

Thomas Hamer 

Donald Hurff, Jr. 

Stephen Kessler 

Robert Kull 

Theodore Minde** 

James Nicholas 

Lisa Rosenqerger 

Herbert Simmons 

Joh."! C. Stokes 

Charles Horner 

Larry Liggett 

Susan Grogan 

List of Participants 

May 4, 1992 

Affiliation 

Southern New Jersey Development Council 

Center for Urban Policy Research 
Rutgers University 

Todd and Black, Inc. 
Real Estate Appraisers and Consultants 

Center for Urban Policy Research 
Rutgers University 

Center for Economic Data Analysis 
Glassboro State College 

Atlantic Electric Company 
Marketing Research Department 

Winslow Township 
Tax Assessment Department 

Office of State Planning 

Office of Economic Research 
N.J. Deptt of Commerce 

University of Florida 
College of Law 

Economic Analyst 

Pemberton Township 
Business Administration 

Pinelands Commission, 
Assistant Director, Planning & Mgmt. 
Workshop Coordinator 

Pinelands Commission 
Development Review 

Pinelands Commission 
Planning & Research 

Pinelands Commission 
Planning & Research 

* Panelist was invited but was unable to attend meeting. 
** Panelist attended in place of George Nagle, Office of Economic 

Research. 



APPENDIX B 

Economic Impacts of the Pinelands Plan 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

May 4, 1992 

1. What are good -indicators" of a region's economic health? 

2. Do thes. indicators enable one to evaluate the economic well 
bainq ot the followinq segments? 

- HUnicipal governments 

- Genaral business activity 

- Speci~ic industries such as 

forestry 
resource extraction (mininq) 
tourism , recreation 
~at builcUnq 

- Individuals 

It not, what indicators might be intormative? 

3. Are ther.e· other speci~±c' ·segments· that warrant special 
evaluation in the Pinelands? If so, what indicators would 
ba intormative? 

4. As a means of judqinq Pinelands economic conditions relative 
to these indicators, is it appropriate to conduct trend 
analysed in relation to the same conditions in the larger 7 
county reqion in which the Pinelands resides and to the 
state as a whole? 

5. Are the Pinelands related an~lyses done to date informative 
in terms of these indicators? 

6. 00 these analyses suggest any Pinelands specific trends? If 
so,' to what extent can these be attributed to the Pinelands 
Plan? 

7. What other sources of information are readily available on 
each of the indicators? 

8. Might the indicators and types of analyses discussed so far 
mask certain specific types of impacts? If so, what are 
they, how important are they to evaluate and how might one 
seek to evaluate them? 
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9. Do you have available any data which is in~or.mative about 
economic condi tions in the P inelands or impacts of the 
Pinelands Plan? If so, what conclusions can be drawn from 
that data? 

10. What, if any, conclusions do you draw from the Pinelands 
land value studies done to date? 

11. Do you believe that additional land value analyses are war­
ranted? r~ so, what speci~ic questions should be evaluated? 
Bow might the evaluations be structured? 

12. On the basis ot your own knowledqe, do you have an opinion 
as to the economic e~fects ot the Pinelands Plan? 

overall? 
specitic segments? 

In addition to the types of analyses previously discussed, 
what other analyses might be done to test these working 
hypotheses? 



APPENDIX C 

Background Information 

for 

Economic Impacts Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
Plan, The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation -

. New Jersey Pinelands Commission, Chapter X, Other Major Ac­
tivities, pgs. X-IO through ~-21. 

2. February 18, 1992 Memorandum to Members of the Commission 
from Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director on Municipal Ex­
penditure Data. 

3. Beaton, W. Patrick, "The Impact of Regional Land-Use Con­
trols on Property Values: The Case of the New Jersey 
Pinelands" in Land Economics, May 1991, 67(2}: 172-194. 

4. Economic & Fiscal Impacts of the Pinelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan, New Jersey Pinelands Commission, July 1983. 

5. First Biennial Update, Economic & Fiscal Impacts of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, New Jersey 
Pinelands Commission, November 1985. 

6. The Land Market in New Jersey's Pinelands, Past and Present 
Trends in Land Use and Transfer, James E. Neumann, Associa­
tion of New Jersey Environmental Commissions, September 
1987. 

7 . Excerpt from New Jersey Pine1ands 
Plan, The Second Progress Report 
New Jersey Pinelands Commission, 
Review, Tables 2.4 and 2.12. 

Comprehensive Management 
on Plan Implementation -
Chapter II, Development 
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Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance 120-348 Whitesoag Road' Browns Mills, NJ 08015 • (609) 89304747 

Mr. TelTence Moore 
. The Pinelands Commission 

P.O.Box7 
New Lisbon NJ, 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore; 

April 17 , 1992 

In response to your letter of February 28, I have enclosed recommen­
dations on approaches to five of the key topics the Pmelands Commis­
sion has selected for review. 

Earlier this m~ fifteen members of the Pmelands Preservation 
Alliance's Plan Review CoIIJIIIittee spent a day reviewmg these five 
topics. Individuals who attended the meeting spent the intervening time 
writing recoinmendations for the expert panels to Consider . 

The results are enclosed. The subjects and the authors are: 
, " Jopic 1 Solid Waste Dr. Gerard Vriens 

Topic 2 Forestry Dr. Emile De Vito 
Topic 2 Resource Extraction William Smith 
Topic 3 Economic Impact Sally Price 
Topic 5 Growth Demands William Nell 

The pressure of the short time available and other commitments 
means that the submissions on the wt tvlo topics will be hand carried 
to you next week. Those subjects and the authors are: 

Topic 2 Agriculture Michele Byers 
Topic 4 Permitting Janet Larson 

As the full PPA committee reviews the attachments and has further 
suggestions, they will be submitted to you or the expert panels. 

The PP A appreciates this opportunity to submit recommendations to 
you and the e.~pert panels and looks forward to the meetings of the pan­
els. 

~ Don~chhoff 
Coordinator, 
PPA Plan Review Committee 



PINELANDS PRESERVATION ALLIANCE, INC. APRIL 17, 1992 

'rOPIC :3: Evaluate the economic impact of the CMP on communities, 
businesses and people. 

e.q. - via.bi~ity of traditional. industries, forestry, 
aq.r:icul ture, and recreation and tourism. 

I. current PolicyjRequlations 

It would be impossil:lle to summarize the CMP's regulations 
that control the economic impact of the CMP on the seven 
cateqories listed below. Several studies exist on land 
values. Aqricul ture, sand and qravel mininq, housing 
markets, municipal finances and employment statistics were 
only studied once in 1983, and updated in 1985. 

II. Trends/Concerns 

A. One concern is the wide range ot.'cateqories. that'need 
to be studied to. conclusively prove the overall 
economic ~p~ct of the CMP on the Pinelands ~ This 
topic includes many cateqories which have to be 
reviewed before. conclusions can be drawn. 
OVersimplification of the economic impact on any of 
these cateqories would leave the door open to continued 
criticism that reiterates the disastrous effects of the 
CMP on communities, people, and businesses. These 
cateqories include: 

1. Land values 

2. Housing markets 

3. Employment trends 

4. Municipal finances 

5. Aqricul ture , including forestry 

6. Sand and qravel mining 

7. Recreation and tourism 

B. Mistakenly, the area that is cri~icized most is the 
area that has been studied most, land values. Several 
of these stUdies found that land price indexes on 
properties within the Pinelands exceeded indexes of 



lands outside the Pinelands. Yet, it is important that 
this criticisE be put to rest. 

I~~. Studies ,to be conducted or reviewed 

A. Studies to be reviewed: 

1. The Pinelands Commission in 1983 published its 
"first Progress Report" which gave the results of 
a two year study on the short-term impacts of the 
CMP on -

a. Land values 

b. Housing markets 

c. Employment statistics 

d. Municipa~ finances 

e. Agriculture 

!. Sand and gravel mining 

2. In 1985 the acove report was updated and entitled 
,Economic and F±scal Impacts of the Pinelands CMF: 
First Biennial Update. It reviewed trends over a 
twelve ye,ar period in 52 municipalities in -

a. Land values 

b. Municipa~ finances 

3. In 1987 James E. Neumann)s report, The Land Market 
in New Jersey's Pinelands: Past and Present Trends 
in Land Use and Transfer examines -

a. Land values 

4. In 1988 W. Patrick Beaton reported in The Cost of 
Government Regulations: Volume Ie Impact of Ooen 
Space Zoning on Prooerty Values in the New Jersey 
Pinelands, his findings on -

a. Land values 

B. Studies to be conducted: 

1. Update the stUdies on those categories initially 
reviewed in the Pinelands' Commission's 1983 "first 
Progress Report" 

2. Tourism must be studied. Data should be gat..1j,ered 
on activities that occur within the Pinelands 



( i • e • - canoeing,. hun-cing) and outs ide the 
Pinelands if those activities impact on the 
Pinelands in any way (i.e. - traffic travelling to 
Atlantic City). 

C. Studies of other similar land use plans should be 
reviewed for purpose of comparison, such as the Impact 
Assessment of the New Jersey interim state Oevelooment 
and Redevelopment Plan. In addition, participants of 
these studies might be asked to participate in CMP 
studies. 

IV. Conclusion/Goal 

It is the position of the Pinelands Preservation Alliance 
that studies of the CMP's economic impact on land use values 
have been conducted and are conclusive and that too much 
staff-time on this issue would be wasteful. Yet, we must 
recognize that this is the one area that the CMP is 
continuously criticized for. Perhaps publicizing the 
results of an update would be beneficial. 

However, the other areas do need to' be studied. It "is our 
opinion that these studies would prove that planning, such 
as that encour~g~d by the Pinelands Protection Act and 
re~ated by the qMP, does not result in the impediment of 
the ~conomic development wi~in .these seven categories. And 
'i~ proven shciuld be published and distributed nationally to 
encourage other such efforts in land-use planning. The 
State of New Jersey should be encouraged, via the Pinelands 
commission, to lead a national effort for proper land use 
planning. These studies could conclude that the CMP is a 
successfu~ experiment. 



CITY OF ESTELL MANOR 
OFFICE OF: ' 

PLANNING BOARD 
P.O. BOX 102 

ESTELL MANOR~ NJ 08319 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Bo:< 102 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Att: Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

April 1,1992 

riLl l,q I 
Af1H ~ 6 1992 

Enclo~ed please find our response to your letter dated 
February 28, 1 1992 regarding key topics f·or Pinelands Commiss.ion 
review. 

Topic One: We' have no problem with solid waste. 

Topic Two: Resource' Based Industries: The problem is that they 
cannot be the only industries in the municipaiity. 

TopiC Three: Economic Impacts: The economic impact is very 
severe. The Pinelands is not taking into consideration the 
economic imp.act on the municipality that they are regulating. TI.,e 
Pinelands regulations are making it difficult to collect the 
school taxes, which our constitution requires to be imposed, in 
order to meet the constitutional needs of a thorough and 
efficient education. The Pinelands Commission must recogni=e 
that the municipalities have other concerns beyond those within 
the egos of the Pinelands, such as the financing of public 
schools, the financing of other municipal improvements, the 
provision 101'" health and safety of the residents, and without a 
proper tax base, no municipality can operate the way we are 
expected to operate under Pine lands regulations. 

Topic Four: Pinelands Permitting: We feQl that the Pinelands is 
operated too strictly, that they follow some untried textbook 
theories, which we simply do not teel are working in practice. 

Topic Five: Growth Demands and Policies: This is best left to 
the municipality and not to the Pinelands CommiSSion, 
particularly in a municipality such as Estell Manor, where the 
philosophy for limited but orderly growth, which is consistent 
with the overall philosophy of the Pinelands. The problem is we 
feel the local officials are far better able to determine the 
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specific needs of the community and the specific details as to 
how the community should be regulated better than the Pinelands 
Commission , which does not consist of any local residents in the 
casa of Estell Manor, .... hich is gecgraphically removed a distance 
of approximately fifty miles. 

If you should have any questions regarding the above comm~nts, 
pleasa do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sinc.r.t"y, Io? t2 
7f2-<.>~g~ 

Ran •• S. McGarry 
Secretary 



Mr. Terry Moore 
Executive Oirector, Pinelands Commi~sion 
PO Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ Oa06~ 

ie: Plan Revie" 

Dear Ml:. Hoore, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on approache~ for 
studying to~iC3 ~elected for ~lan revie~. I am makinq these 
comments on behalf of the Nev Jer~ey Chapter of the Sierra Club. 
! would lixe to re~trict my comments to topics .2 and 13, 
re~ource-based industries in the Pinelands and economic im~act3 
of the plan on traditional ind~t~i.es. 

We recaqni%e the need for active fo~e~try practices in the 
~ineland~, both a~ a continuation of traditional Plneland~ life 
as well as providing wood prciducts for the marketplace. Eut we 
are concerned that current fore~~:y manage=ent practices on 
~uQllc ·lands may not be adequate for long-term protection and 
enhancement of the fore~t resource~ .and may al~o crash vith other 
goals of public land 'management :uch. as preservatio~ of 
eeos¥~tems, uintenance 0,£ aesthetic values, ana providing a vide 
range of outdoor recreational ac~ivitie~~ 

The State Forestry Oepartment ~ays that loggIng on public lands 
i~ economically necessary to ;rovide wood for the ~tatel5 yood 
~roducts industry: They also state that 85\ of Ne~ Jersey's 
woodlands are privately owned. An a9~roach to determining the 
adequacy of the CMP in this area vould be a detailea assess~ent 
of the economics of fo~estzy practices on private V~. public 
land:. What ~ortion of the ~tate': (or Pineland~) forest:y 
activities take place on public lands, and vhat economic benefits 
do the people of New Jersey receive? 00 fore~try activitie~ 
:ub:ldi:e the Forestry Cept. budqet? Does the Forest Service 
lease lands Eor logging at les!!! than market value, 1n effect 
subsidizing the use of publiC land: for this pu.:pose? . And do 
these ~ractices neqatively affect the market for forestry on 
private lands? Compari~on!5 could be made cetveen Pinelands 
forestry activities and those in the rest of the etate. ~erha~s 
state forest~ in the ~inelands and the vood products lndusc=y 
yould both be better ~erved by confining large-scale cutting oi 
t:ees to private lands. State fcrest:y personnel could be used 
to encourage better silvicultural techniques on private lands, 
providinq a better return for landovner~ as well as helpinq to 
maintain open lands, which benefits the public. Such ~tudles 
could probably u~e existing data from the State For~stry cept. 
and private forestry organizatian~. 

An~ studies of the economic impact of the CMP -should conSider the 
~otential negative impacts of large scale resource extraction 
('mininq, loaai~a) on recreation and tourism. An additional 



threat to certain form~ of recreation a~ well as to Pinelands 
forest3 is the inappropriate use of motorized vehicles in the 
Pinelands. The Sierra Club thinks that the amount of public land 
in the Pinelands where vehicular access i~ prohibited (natural 
areas, etc) is v~stly underre~resented when compared to the total 
amount of- land where vehicles are allowed. We recognize the 
rights of all u~ers of public land3, but feel that there is a 
q:e-at imbalance in how public land~ are designated and 
managed in the Plnelands. Cesignation of more -natural areas 
could provide economic benefits to surrounding communities, providers 
of olltdoor equipment, etc. A s 1l:p1a methodology to ~tudy this 
issue would be to compa~e the percentage of public lands in 
surrounding ~tate~ that are managed as vilderne~s areas or ~here 
vehicular access is re~tricted. Certain types of hunting can 
benefit from re~tricted acce~s as vell, and comments could be 
solicited from Fish and Game authorities in other states as to 
~he acce~t~nce of these designations by h~nter~. 

Than~ you again-for the opportunity to make these cQmment~. 

1?;ZP~ __ -----
Michael Gallavay 
~inelands·Coordinatcr 
New Jer~ey Chapter, Sierra Club 
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101 MORGAN LANE. PLAINS80AO, NEW JERSEY 08536 • (609) 275-8888 • FAX (609) 275-4411 
April 16, 1992 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 
Pine lands Commission 
P.O. Sox 7 
New Usbolly NJ 08064 

Re: Review of the Pfnelands Comprehensive Management Flan 

Cear Mr. Moere: 

In response to your memo of ~bruary 29, 1992, the New Jersey 8uJlders Association has 
reviewed the key topics for F'tnelands Commisson review. ' 

The NJ8A Is commenting on three of the five topics usted. These are Economic Impacts. 
Permitting, and Growth Cemands Po fides. In addition, we have just learned that the 
Pinelantis Commission has added a sixth topic of Water Quality. The NJ8A Is reserving its 
rights tc submit comments on the Water Quality topic. We ask that you provide us with a 
copy of the FineJands Commission materiaJ on the Water Quafity topic. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS 
The. NJ8A makes severai recommendations for areas of study to evaJuate the economic 
Impact ot the Pfnelatlds .plan. 

Hou~lng AffordablUty, " 
The ~JBA Is of the opinion that the Pineiands Comprehensive Management Ptan (eM?) 
has had an adverse impact on housing atfordablllty in the Plnelands. Factors which have 
haci impacts on the atfordabiilty at housing in the Pine/ands Include the following: 

1} The supply of developable land Is constrained, leading to increased prices for 
developabJe parcels; 

2) The Plnejands development application precess Is !xtremely costly; 

3) ,The Pfnelands development regulations cause expensive site layouts and on-
site Improvements; and 

. 
4) There has been a loss of competition due to a decrease In the number of 

builders adlve In the ptnelands. The loss of competition Is due to extensive 
capital requirements required for applicants to withstand long delays in the 
development application precess and the costs associated wtth understanding 
the complex regulatory process. 

The problem of housing affordability raises an issue at socia! equity. Although the eMP 
speaks to the need to provide housing for average workers who will be employed In the 
Plnelands. it is apparent that a number at Pinelands policies Rmit development potential to 
such an extent that many areas ot the Plnelands may become a reserve for the ellte. 
While we believe that this Is contrary to the goals of the CM?, It Is clearly a result of the 
details ot the CM? and Its im,plementatlons. The Issue should be reviewed in detail. 

expiration at Waivers and Prior Approvals 
As 01 January , 4, 1991. Plneiands waivers previously approved under the crior municipal 
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development approvaJ standard and approvals issued by the Finelands Development Review 
Soard and by the Commission under the Interim Rules and Regulatfons expired unless aU 
munJdpaJ development approvals were in place. Rules provide that there can be no 
extensions of those approvals or permits. It Is the suggestion of the NJBA that the 
economic impact of this dec!sion be tufty evaluated. 

Given these provisions, a number of- developers have been unable to acqufre financing and 
performance guarantees to construct fully approved devefopments. If these approvaJs and 
waivers expire, these sites win lose value. This will have to be then reflected in reduced" 
property assessments and decUntng property tax revenue for these sites. This lost tax 
revenue will have to be made up by other property owners. In addition, 11 developers are 
unable to complete development of the site, It Is Okefy that the property will be acquired by 
the financing" institution through defauft on outstanding loan obligations. These properties 
wiD then became non-performing assetS of the financing Institution. Development 
companies, financiaJ Instltutfons and local governments will all be adversely impacted. What 
Is to become of the vacant fets and future unfinished sections? Atter having forced the 
developers and banks to absorb high losses. will the PlneJands Commission consider future 
waiver requests tor these sfte~ acquI~d by others at bargain prices? 

In addJtfon, the proposed economic anafysisshoufd. evaluate. economic impacts on partiaJly 
ccmpleted developments. If approvals expire on a devetopment which is partiaJly built out, 
such a development generally has an unfinished appearance which Is reflected In reduced 
value. Vacant lots become neighborhood problems. When the development is to be built 
in sedions, through streets may end in siubs to future sadion$. Such condItions adversely 
ailect property vafues of the pr.eviously developed lots. . 

It Is the opinion of the NJ8A that the considerable economiC Impacts of the expiration 
previsions be" thoroughly evaluated. 

p~MrrnNG 
The Plnelands Commission Is miSUSing the Cartiflcats of "AUng as an independent approvals 
process. The use of the Certificate of Filing extends far beyond the exercise of oversight of 
state, county and municipal permitting decisions. When municipaflties and counties are In 
compliance with the Comprehensive Management Plan, development applications should be 
processed through the municipalities In the manner contemplated when the CMP regu/ation~ 
were written. The Plnelands Certificate of Filing process should be offered as a pre­
application option available to the applJC3nt 

When an application is filed with a municipality I a copy of the appficaHon should be flied 
wtth the Pinejands Commission aiong with a notice of any pubUc hearing. The Pine lands 
Commission should then" have the opportunity to me written comments with the municipality 
for munidpaJ consideration in revlgw ot the application. In additio~ the Plnelands staff 
should take the opportunity to attend and offer comments at any public hearings on the 
~ppli~tion. If a municipality or county makes a decision on an application that Is 
InconSIstent with the Comprehensive Management Plan, the Pineiands Commission has the 
·authority ·to c:aJ1 up the application for review. This Is sufficient review power. 

The ~f~elands Commission. should not review each application for Issuance ot a buildIng 
permit In developments which have been subject to subdivision andlor site plan review . 
. ThJsJs_ an_examcle. of unnecassarv and redundant reQulation which Is Increaslnq the cost of 
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housing and development. This building permit review should be Umlted for use on 
scattered lots which have not been subject to planning board or zoning board ravtew and 
Pine lands oversighl 

The PineJands Commission should discontinue its· review of county planning board and 
=unty soil canservatJon· district applications whIch are also the subject of local planning 
board and zoning board review. These cantinuous Pineiands Commission reviews 01 the 
same application are unnecessary and costly. 

The Pinelands Commission should discontinue Its requirements for municipal Issuance of a 
~rtificate of Appropriateness under the cultural resource requirements. The process has 
proven tc be camusing to the municipallty and unnecessary. 

In reviewing locaf approvals of development appRcations, the Finelands should provide for 
an Intermediate step fer the c;orrection of minor violations rather then the formal call up and 
hearing procass. Often the problem~ are of a very minor nature such as specifying the 
incorrect species on a landscaping ·pfan. The applicant and affected parties ·should be 
given nctJc~of the discrepancy and provided the opporttJnfty to correct the problem before a 
fuJI call up notice Is Issued. 

GR~ CEMANOS·A~D POUC2ES . 
When the carrying capacity analysis ot the Finelands was completed, It Included those 
developments which had been approved under the early w~vers, exemptions and approvals 
issued by the Ffnelands Development Review Board and under the Interim Rules and 
RegUlations. The density of many of thesa developments was subsequently reduced and 
many units were never built There should be an anaJysls of the number of dwelHng units 
actually bunt In each designated area. The Current development potential of each area 
should be determined and compared to the projections which were prepared when the CMF 
was adopted. Some growth areas have experienced signiflcant down zoning where certain 
land areas have been removed from density caicufaHons although these areas were initially 
induded in the development potentials of the area. It appears that growth areas have been 
developing significantly below design potential. To accommodate the required amount of 
growth, It may be necessary to increase densities In developable portions of the regional 
growth area increase the size of some regional growth areas and increase development 
pctentlaJ of rural development areas. Increased densitfes at regional growth areas may lead 
to more efficient provision of infrastructure. It is cfeariy inefficient and a waste 01 sewer 
planning areas to construct sewer intrastructure at some of the very low densities 
established for some regional growth areas. 

It is important that the regional growth areas accommodate their fair share of growth. This 
is an implicit requirement of any regional plan that seeks to set asIde large land areas in 
preserved and protected status. The growth areas must be able to accommodate small lot 
single family detached development at affordable pr1ces. This housing style Is the clear 
mame! preference today. Fallure to accommodate the market demands and needs brings 
us on~e again to the point at discussion where the· Pinelands can only accommodate 
exclUSive housing, thus becomi')g a reserve for the elite. . . 

The Fmelands Development Credit (FDC) program Is not wori<ing. The POC program Is not 
a viable program to increase densities In the growth area. The bonus density received 
when using poes is far too low to act as an Incentive to purchase FOCs. Further the 



~ 16 '$2 15:02 NJ' ·StJILDERS ASSOCIATIONA 

Mr. Terrence O. Moore 
Review of Plnelands eM? 
4116192 - Page 4 

.", .. ~. 
P.S .• ,. .. 

,..~:. . 

aUocatfon ot FOCs to sanding sites has been so restrictive that there has been no financial 
Incentive to landowners to sail their rights and permanently restrict the use of their land. In 
addition, most housing In the Plnelands cannot absorb Increased costs ot FOes at a dollar 
value needed to sustain such a program. While the transter of development rights is an 
Interesting theclry, it does net werk in practice and is only effectIve when mandated by·the 
CMP. The .POC prcgram shc2uld not be relied upon in the. CMP as a ctlmerstcne of Its 
growth policy. 

It is our understanding that these tcpics· win be reviewed by technical committees 
established to assist the Ffnefands Commission and staff In the review 01 these topiCS. We 
at NJBA hope that you wiD give full consideration to the comments offered for your 
consideration. We hope that you will accept them In the cooperative spirit in which they are 
presented. We at NJ8A take our rete as the market provider of housing in environmentally 
sensitive communities most serfousJy. To adequately house our cItizens In environmentally 
sensitive communities which are affordable to the residents at New Jersey, changes In 
Pineiands prccedure and polley are warranted. 

We lcok forward to werking with you as the review of the CMP cqnUnues. prease dJrect 
any questions on these comments to Joanne Harkins, NJ8A Cirectcr of Land Use and 
Planning. . J. . 

~-...slncarely, 

Rob:rt ~n .. 
Fresident 
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RICHARD E. SQUIRES 
COUNlY execuTIVE 

Ii'" 1l D y,~ .;-51 #."" r 1 r~· g ~7l~,' 
ATLANTIC COUNlY 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
1333 ATLANTIC A~NUE 

ATLANTIC CllY, N.J. 08401 
(609) ~700 
(FAX: 343·2202) 
(TlY: 348·5551 ) 

April 27, 1992 

Terrence Moore 
Pinelands Commission 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the five topics 
selected by the Commission for the forthcoming review of the 
Comprehensive Management Plan. The inclusion of economic impacts 
and permitting policies is especially warranted', as we deal 
directly with the public on these issues and have encountered their 
Pinelands-related concern. Solid waste disposal, resource based 
industries (particularly agriculture) and growth policies are also 
directly controlled by the Plan and deserve review. 

An underlying theme connecting these issues is the apparent 
inequity in distributing the costs and benefits for accomplishing 
t~le Pinelands mission. Specifically, the protection of the 
Pinelands, a reorganized state resource, is primarily the burden 
of individual property owners, yet all of New Jersey benefits from 
its protection. 

A current planning endeavor, the State Development and 
Redevelopment Plan, has included an impact assessment study which 
quantified among other things the State Plan's economic impact on 
the farm community. The Atlantic County Planning Advisory Board 
recommends that the Commission conduct a similar study on the 
economic impacts of the Pinelands Comprehensive Master Plan, 
followed up by programs to address those impacts. 

The Board would also like to bring your attention to an issue 
relating to growth allocation that may seriously affect the orderly 
development of the County's Regional Growth Area. The history of 
the Hamilton Walk development illustrates the need for sensitivity 
to local conditions when administering regional growth controls. 

Several areas in Galloway and Hamilton Townships were (and are) 
zon3d at inappropriately high densities given the prospects for 
serious airport noise impacts. The Commission should recognize 

" .k~I-------------------------~---N-O-F--------~---NO-F--------DM-~--N-O-F-------O-ffi-c-E-OF-------H-UM-A-N-SE~--C-ES---
:ji:.-i:L ~p,r'j T!:L.: 'J~~ RECiCLED PAPER PlANNING ECONOMIC DMLOPMENT ENGINEERING CULlUIW. & HERITAGE AFl'AJRS °LANNiNG 



issues not related to water quality on the preservation of regional 
growth allocations, but which seriously affect the quality of life 
of our residents. 

The Board looks forward to following the progress of your plan 
review and providing future input. 

R_jrctfUl;~, ( -n ((i 
,~ .L~}2·~ 

/Geor~. ~91~' Chairman 
Atlan~ c Count Planning 
Advisory Board 
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• Mayor Cltauntu of Atlantic-

..IQ.HN J. PERCY, III, CTA, CMFO 
PHONE: 965-3SOO 

. . Deputy Mayor 
\ . -CHARLES PRITCHARD 

PHONE: 825-9212 

Township Committee Members 
LORRAINE GRANESE 

PHONE: S25-4807 

FRANK GRIECO, SR. 
PHONE: 825-0524 

BRUCE STRIGH 
PHONE: 62S-006O 

July 2, 1992 
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The Pinelands Commission 
Mr. Terrence Moore, Executive Director 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Re: Pinelands Master Plan Review 

Dear Terry, 

Township Clerk 
JOANI.ANDERSON,RMC 

PHONE: 625-1511 

Township Administrator 
RAYMOND A. TOWNSEND 

PHONE: 625-4762 

Township Solicitor 
ROBERT SANDMAN, ESQ. 

PHONE: 344-5181 

Township Engineers 
JOHN R. WALKER 

JAMES N. HOLMES 

I have enclosed an original and several copies of a report written 
by our Municipal Engineer, James Holmes, in reference to municipal 
road projects wi,thin the Pinelands. 

Please accept this as additional input for your review process. 

If the Commission, you or your staff, have any specific questions, 
please feel free to contact Mr. Holmes (609-399-1927) or myself. 

Sincere~y, 

-12' a,~ Ra~ownsend 
Township Administrator 

RATmal 

enc. 

. NtW 3Jtrlittl'li margtlit :1IIIlunidpalitn 
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PROPOSED PINELANDS CMP REVISIONS 

I INTRODUCTION 

The Township of Hamilton was one of the 'first munici­

palities in the Pinelands National Reserve to begin the Pine­

lands Certification process of the Township Developmental 

Ordinance. After Certification the. Township has' developed 

a history of full cooperation with the Pinelands Commission 

in implementation and enforcement of the Pine lands Comprehen­

sive Management Plan. 

As an ~xample of close cooperation, Township Planning 

Officials have met on a monthly basis with applicants and 

developers for the past ten years. These meetings, in many 

instances, are held wjth applicants prior to a formal applica­

tion being submitted to the Pinelands Commission or the 

Township Planning Board. In addition to Township Planning 

Officials, for a number of years a representative of the Pine­

lands Commjssion staff h~s also attended the meetings. 

This cooperative effort has resulted in reduced 

development review costs for applicants. As two review agencies 

are involved, a clear understanding of requirements on the 

part of the applicant in certain matters of concern to both 

the Pinelands Commission and the Township, and a shortened 

length of the review process for applicants has resulted. 

In the design of storm water management systems, a 

critical element is the depth to seasonal high groundwater. 

The Township Engineer's Office and the Pine lands staff have 

shared thjs respopsibility of witnessing borings to verjfy 
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this data, based on work load and availibility of the Pine lands 

Commission staff. 

The Township Engineer's Off~ce has also cooperated 

closely with the Cape-Atlantic Soil Conservation District during 

the ~onstruction of development projects, to insure soil erosion 

measures are followed. The Townsh~p Engineer has given stand­

ing orders to his Inspection staff to notify him, or the Cape­

Atlantic Soil Conservation District, in the event soil erosion 

procedures are not followed. In essence,this procedure also 

aids in the Pinelands Certification process, as the Soil Erosion 

and Sedimentation Plans are an important ele~~nt of the Pine lands 

review and approval. 

Through the Pl~nning Board Planner's Office, strict 

compliance with the Pinelands approved landscaping plan is 

required prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupa~cy 

by the Township Construction Code Official. Approval and sign 

off is also required by the Township Engineer for the Storm 

Water Manag~ment Plan, and any other.aspects of the Pinelands 

approved and certified plans. 

The Planning and Zoning Office, through the diligent 

work of the Planning Board Administrator, also has a history 

of compliance With, and enforcement of, all aspects of the 

Pine lands Comprehensive Management Plan. 

The above examples demons~rate the Township of Hamilton 

has a history of cooperation witt, and above all, enforcement 

of the goals of the Pinelands Commission. 
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The Pine lands Commission is presently reviewing the 

Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), and soliciting recommen­

dations from the public, government officials, and organizations 

during the "review process. The Township, based on its excellent 

history of cooperation and enforcement of Pine lands goals and 

aims, respectfully submits these recommendations for consideration 

by the Pinelands Commission. 

Of the si.x topics chosen by the Commission for review of 

the CMP, this report will primarily focus on the following topics 

as they relate to and impact upon reconstruction and maintenance 

of Township Roads. 

1) Growth Demands and Policies 

2) Economic Impacts 

3) Storm Water Management 

Although this report is based on Hamilton Townsh~p's 

experience. other Pine lands area municipal engineers have indi­

cated concurren~e with the opinions formulated herein. 

II GROWTH DEMANDS & POLICIES 

Due to the Pine lands mandated growth within the Township. 

the population has rapidly expanded within the past ten years. 

This growth has placed an economic burden on the Township in 

the form of expanded services and new facilities. The Township 

presently maintains over 400 miles of improved municipal roads. 

In the context of this report, "improved" means gravel, bitum­

in~us surface treatment, or asphalt roads. 
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In order to simply maintain or widen and improve Township 

roads to meet ever increasing traffic demands due to growth, 

the Township has budgeted $500,000.00 per year for the past six 

years. Even. this yearly expenditure has not kept up with the 

maintenance requirements. Clearly, every dollar spent must be 

devoted to the primary purpose of road maintenance and improve­

ment to meet the ever expanding growth demands on the existing 

roadway infrastructure. 

III ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

The primary economic impact on the Hamilton Township 

Road Program in recent years has been conformance with the Pi~e­

lands Comprehensive Management Plan stormwater·standards. Funds 

that should be expended on road maintenance anft improvement have 

been used for stormwater reiention facilities, as well as increas­

ed engineering and environmental services to design these facil­

ities. 

Two recent examples of this economic impact are presented 

in support of this premise. The first is the 1991 Malaga Road 

project, which was funded by N. J. D.O.T. under the N.J. State 

Transportation Trust Fund Grant program. This program allocated 

$100,000.00 for the construction and inspection of the project. 

The second project is the Hickory Street, Holly Street 

and Laurel Street improvements, funded under the 1991 Hamilton 

Township Road Program. 

A. Malaga Road - Section I 

Malaga Road is a heavily travelled road connecting 
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the Township of Buena Vista with U. S. Route 322. Prior to 

reconstruction of Section I. the road was Bituminous Surface 

Treated. varying in width from 21 feet to 23 feet. The existing 

cartway was reconstructed with little or no ~hange in profile. 

The"proposed pavement width was designed for 25 feet to accomo-

date two (2) twelve feet wide travel lanes with allowance for 

centerline and edge of pavement markings. Two four foot wide 

gravel shoulders were added as a safety fe~ture. 

In order to accomodate Pinelands storm water requirements, 

the full 50 foot wide R.O.W. had to be cleared of existing native 

vegetation to construct retenti~n swales. Those construction 

items directl~ attributable to ret~~tion swale construction are 

summarized below, with the attributable percentage of the cost 

indicated. 

Item 

Excavation 

Clearing Site 

Topsoil 

Fertilizing & 
Seeding 

Mulching 

Retention Berms 

Contract Amount 

$3987.00 

$7500.00 

$1920.00 

$270.00 

$1544.00 

$4050.00 

Percent of Contract 

$17,341.00 
89,181 = 

% Amount 

X 75 = $2990.00 

X 100 = $7500.00 

X 75 = $1440.00 

X 75 = $ 203.00 

X 75 = $1158.00 

X 100 = $4050.00 

Total $17,341.00 

19.4% 



-6-

The construction of the retention swales resulted in the 

removal of 0.2 acre of native vegetation. thus increasing the 

eN runoff numbers from existing eN 36 to proposed eN 49 in these 

areas. In essense, the swale construction partially increased 

the storm water runoff, removed vegetation which was a part of 

the transpiration process, and possibly had a nagative effect 

on the hydrologic cycle. 

The project is located in"the FAIO zone of the Township. 

with limited development and large wooded lots. Storm water 

runoff previously ran off the road and int~ these wooded areas. 

It can be argued that natural percolation and ground water 

recharge took place, possibly within 50 feet to 100 feet of the 

roadside edge prior to the improvement. 

By trapping the water along the roadside. there is a 

possibility the useful life of the road and sub-base is shortened. 

due to trapped storm water seeping into the road underbase. and 

creating pavement break-up due to freeze thaw cycles. 

The economic impact for which the dollars spent for storm 

water retention. which mayor may not have a positive impact on 

the environment. can be further illustrated as follows: 

Project Cost/ L.F. With Retention 

Project Cost 
L. F.of Road 

= $89,181 
3200 Ft. 

= 

Project Cost/L.F. Without Rentent~on 

$27.86/Ft 

Project Cost Retention = 
L.F. of Road 

$89,181 -17,341 = 
3200 L.F. 

$22.45/Ft. 
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$89,181 = 
22.4S/L.F. 

OR 

3972 L.F. 
-3200 L.F. 

772 L.F. 

AN ADDITIONAL 772 L.F. OF ROADWAY COULD HAVE BEEN 

CONSTRUCTED WITH THE FUNDS ALLOCATED TO THE PROJECT, 

IF STORM WATER RETENTION WAS NOT REQUIRED. 

B. Hickory, Holly, Lhurel Project 

. The captioned local streets are to be widened from 

18.5 feet ± to 22 feet, with only minor change in the center-line 

profile. As the streets are located in the RD-5 Zo~e of the 

Township, standard drainage swales were 'not practical due to 

driveways and other ~mprovements. Stone retention shoulders 

were therefor designed to minimize impact on the adjacent proper-

ties. 

The general topography of the area is flat, with center 

line profiles varying between 0.5% and 1%.' Storm water runoff 

presently runs to the roadside and percolates into the soil 

naturally, runs into the adjacent woods or lawn areas, and in 

the case of Hickory Street, runs onto the adjacent soccer fields 

of the Hickory Street recreation facility. 

Opinions and comments in regard to storm water management 

stated in the previous review on the Malaga Road - Section I 

in this report are generally applicable to this project 

Upon Pinelands Commission approval of the project, 

bids were taken for the re-construction of the roads on June 9, 
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1992, with a low bid of $196,490.00. As with the Malaga Road 

Section I project, an item was included for clearing site, to 

facilitate the construction of the stone retention shoulders. 

Items that are directly attributable to conformance with 

Pinelands storm water management standards are summarized as 

follows: 

Item 

Clearing Site 

Stone Retention 
8" thick 

Stone Retention 
• 6" thick 

Stone Retention 
12" thick 

Contract Amount % 

$6880.00 75 

$14,712.00 100 

$20,369.00 100 

$1453.00 100 

Total 

Percent of Contract 

41,695 
196,490 = 21. 2% 

= 

= 

= 

= 

Amount 

$5160.00 

$14,712.00 

$20,369.0·0 

$1454.00 

$41,695.00 

The economic impact of the storm water retention swales 

on the project cost is illustrated as foll~ws: 

PROJECT COST/L.F. WITH RETENTION 

Project Cost 
L.F. of Road 

$196,490 
11,450 Ft 

=0 $17.16/L.F. 

PROJECT COST/L.F. WITHOUT RETENTION 

Project Cost - Rentention = 196,490 41,695 = $13.52/L.F. 
L.F. of Road 11,450 Ft. 

$196,490 
$13,52/ L.F. 

= 14534 
-11450 

3080 

L.F. 
L.F. 
L.F. 

OR 
AN ADDITIONAL 3084 
CONSTRUCTION COULD 
PROGRAM. 

L.F. OF ROAD 
BE COMPLETED 

MAINTENANCE OR RE­
UNDER THE 1991 ROAD 
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These examples graphically illustrate the need for 

review of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan in the 

context of the economic impact upon local municipalities road 

maintenance and re~construction pro~rams. An average of 20% 

of the funding must be devoted to storm water management. It 

is estimated an additional 8% to 12% is required for engineering 

costs for the design, preparation of Environmental Statements, 

and response to Pinelands staff review of applications. 

It should be noted the Pinelands Commission staff has 

fully cooperated with the Township in the review of road projects 

submitted withii the recent past. Average length of time trom 

application submitted to approval by the Pine lands Commission 

has been 2t to 3 months. However, when the additional time 

required for engineering design and environmental review is 

factored into the time between funding and construction, the 

time can be 6 to 10 months. In the present recession type 

economy, this time lag has not been a major factor in project 

construction costs, as construction costs have stabilized over 

the past two years. In the event of economic recovery, costs 

will certainly escalate, and a time lag-will become a factor in 

the amount of road maintenance or reconstruction completed with 

the available funding. 

A final economic impact as a result of CMP storm water 

management requirements upon local road programs is the long 

term maintenance of the facilities by the Township Public 

Works Department. Due to little or no history to date, no data 

or costs can be presented at this point. 



July 21, 1992 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First· Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
114 Titus Mill Road 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

R E eEl V E 0 .J U ,_ / '; 19!>2 

I am a Landscape Architect who has submitted development applications to the Pinelands 
Commission on several occasions. Based upon my experiences, as well as those expressed 
to me by developers, landowners, and municipalities, it is apparent that the Commission is 
failing to achieve its mandate of protecting the Pinelands. They have been extremely 
effective in preventing development, but unfortunately preventing development does not 
necessarily protect and. certainly does not enhance the Pine lands. 

Long before the Pine lands Commission was established to "Protect" the Pine lands, there 
were farmers, boatbuilders, ironworks, etc., as well as the villages they supported. During 
formulation of the Comprehensive Management Ptan (CMP), these same industries and 
villages were lauded as part of the Pinelands Heritage. Had they not existed before the 
Commission, however, the Commission would not allow them to exist today. Furthermore, 
by developing an expensive and cumbersome permit process in which everything is a major 
development, the Commission is slowly and systematically eliminating what "heritage" is left. 
Its impact upon two traditional and supposedly "desired" activities, i.e., farming and forestry, 
is especially disturbing. Both have suffered immensely since adoption of the CMP and while 
forestry has not recently been a major industry, it would seem to be perfectly suited to not 
only protect and enhance the Pinelands, but also provide economic benefit through 
intelligent management as a renewable natural resource. 

The Commission's myopic approach to "protecting" the Pinelands is nothing more than a 
feeble maintenance of the Status Quo. By their adherence to the belief that all land use is 
inherently bad, they have dismissed out of hand many opportunities to correct past habitat 
destruction and thereby enhance the Pinelands. 
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This misguided belief underlines the Commission's fundamental misunderstanding of the 
social and economic aspects of the Pinelands and their interrelationship and inevitable 
impacts upon its ecology. The Commission has never failed to exhort the bad effects that 
poor land use and development has had upon the Pine lands. Unfortunately, it has failed 
miserably to acknowledge, perhaps even grasp the possibilities for enhancement that 
sensitive land use can, in fact, bring. 

• Why can't endangered species be re-introduced? 

• Why can't critical habitat be created? 

• Why can't foresters be permitted to utilize and manage some of its renewable 
resources in a manner that will insure its long term health and vigor? 

• Why can't thoughtful developers be allowed to provide housing and business 
opportunities in designated areas to those whose vested interest it would be to 
protect and enhance the PineIands? 

• Why can't the Pinelands be restored? 

Because the Commission has not and will not permit it. 

Fur~hermore, through its unmitigated contem!"t of landowners who would utilize the 
Pine lands natural resources and its arrogant. disregard of those with the experience and 
expertise to manage them, the Commission is alienating, and in some cases, destroying its 
most important constituency. Through its presumed omnipotence, the Commission's staff 
or inexperienced environmental scientists and experienced lawy~n a.re insuring the 
Pinelands' slow, but certain, deterioration. 

Until the Commission is made answerable for its actions and non-actions, it is inevitable that 
the '!Pinelands" will one day exist only as an image that they dispel upon a naive and 
uninformed public. 

Timothy Kaluhiokalani, ASLA 
Landscape Architect 



Growth and Community Design in the Pinelands 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (see Appendix A) met on May 7, 1992 to discuss 
this topic. In preparation for the meeting, a series of questions 
to be explored (Appendix B), background information (Appendix C) 
and public comments (Appendix D) were provided to each par­
ticipant. Public comments received subsequent to the meeting are 
included in Appendix E of this report. Mr. Moore served as 
workshop coordinator and panelists were asked to freely express 
their opinions as individual experts and not as representatives 
of an agency or organization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is inte~ded to summarize key discussion points and 
present all recommendations offered by the participants. A tape 
recdrding of ~he entire seve~ (7) hour session is availabl~ for 
review at the Commission offices. Since different opinions were 
offered by panelists, the report also attempts to indicate the 
level of consensus reached on various discussion points and 
recommendations. 

Recommendations of the workshop are described throughout the text 
in bold and are numbered sequentially. Because this particular 
workshop was the third in a series held by the commission, each 
recommendation begins with the number 3. For ease of reference, 
a table has been prepared which identifies each recommendation 
presented by one or more panel members. The table also includes 
staff estimates of the resources and time needed to implement the 
recommendations and other information which the Commission may 
wish to consider when deciding which recommendation should be 
pursued. 

III. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Growth Levels and Natural Resource Concerns 

The panel discussed a variety of Pinelands growth and community 
design concerns focusing primarily on Regional Growth Areas 
(RGAs). Several comparisons were made by the panelists to other 
New Jersey planning activi~ies, such as the State Development and 
Redevelopment Plan and the Coastal Area Facilities Review Act 
(CAFRA) area, and efforts elsewhere such as in Oregon, Vermont, 
and Florida. 
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On the whole, the panelists felt that the existing RGA density 
allocations were reasonably appropriate in the Pinelands. In some 
cases, questions were raised about the capacity of existing in­
frastructure and public services, most notably in a few 
municipalities in the Atlantic City region. 

Even though the panel did not find the overall density alloca­
tions of the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) to be unrealis­
tically high or low from a planning standpoint, there was discus­
sion about their ultimate effect on the protection of the 
Pinelands. The following criteria were identified, against which 
RGA development levels could be evaluated: water quality, water 
quantity, air quality, maintenance of plant and animal com­
munities, forest fire regimes, nutrient balances, indigenous 
people, villages, culture, and businesses. 

The panel discussed the fact that these criteria, and physical 
development characteristics, were used in the CMP to determine 
geographic areas which would be oriented towards conservation or 
development but that using them to then determine precise 
development· thresholds was much more difficult. The following 
two recommendations were offered as ways to confirm how the 
development levels ~rmitted in RGAs may impact upon the overall 
protection of the Pinelands • 

• ecommendation 3.01a Establish development thresholds in RGAs 
based on average per capita impacts on Pinelands ecoloqy. 
One panelist recommended that development levels in RGAs should 
be based upon pe~ capita impacts. It was recognized that this 
would involve the establishment of environmental thresholds, a 
.study to determine per capita impacts, and a monitoring system to 
track these impacts relative to the thresholds. 

The panel did not reach a consensus on this recommendation, 
primarily because of concerns that thresholds represent a 
dynamic, interrelated, and complex series of factors. Because 
they may not be fully understood, it may be difficult to under­
stand, interpret and apply them in a meaningful way • 

• ecommendation 3. 01b Re-evaluate RGA densities based on 
hydrological impacts. 
Several of the panel members stressed that water quantity and 
quality issues should be the primary focus of growth management 
planning in the RGAs. One panelist noted that water supply con­
cerns have already affected CMP density assignments, such as in 
the Mullica River Basin· in lower Camden County where densities 
were reduced beca· l~ e estimated water supply demands were beyond 
an ecologically-based water supply threshold. Another panelist 
said that this experience may indicate that some of the CMP's 
original assumptions may need to be evaluated and that better 
data is needed on water quantity issues. 
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Another panelist stated that average consumer water demands and 
water quality treatment technologies will continue to change over 
time, and therefore will always need further study. still 
another panelist recommended that water be selected as a deter­
mining qrowth factor recognizing, however, that strict water 
policy sometimes does not make for good land use planning deci­
sions. The qroup generally agreed that hydrologipal impacts were 
the most relevant evaluation tool and that it would be worthwhile 
to re-evaluate RGA densities in a manner similar to what was 
done for the Mullica River basin. 

B. CMP Densities 

As indicated earlier, panelists thought that the density alloca­
tions were generally appropriate but may need some re-evaluation 
based on actual development and market trends since 1980. In par­
ticular, several panelists were concerned about "lost" RGA 
development and Pinelands Development Credit (PDC) opportunities 
due to either municipal over-zo~ing or under-utilization of land. 

aecommendation 3.02. ae-evaluate individual municipal CKP density 
allocations to determine if they adequately respond to area 
market conditions. . 
Several panelists expressed a concern that the CMP's RGA density 
obligations may be too high or too low in some areas. For ex­
ample, one panelist suggested that the densities in the Camden 
County area were too low and those in the Atlantic City area were 
too high. Another panelist expressed the opinion that CMP 
prescriptions of one dwelling unit per acre in sewered areas is 
too low. 

It was noted that the CMP's original density allocations were 
based on the existing patterns of development in municipalities 
at the time of the study. In response, another panelist noted 
that if the densities were now higher than market demand and 
thereby not built to capacity, those wasted base and PDC units 
defeat the CMP's purpose of focusing development in the RGA and 
protecting the Preservation and Agricultural Production Areas. 
Several of the panelists then recommended that the CMP' s 
municipal density allocations and current market demand be 
evaluated. Although not expressly stated, the implication was 
that significant differences between market demand and densities 
would suggest that density changes be made. 
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Recommendation 3.03 Review certified RGA densities to verify if 
tbey can be realistically reached. 
A few panelists suggested that the Commission review individual 
certified zoning districts to determine the feasibility of their 
being built at the zoning densities provided. They believed that 
wetlands buffers, infrastructure availability and other con­
straints may have an impact on the assigned densities. It was 
suggested that certif ied zoning should perhaps be based on 
ach~evable net densities. Another panelist recommended that such 
a study should not be too site-specific, but policy oriented. 
Another stated a concern about actual market demand for higher 
density housing and mixed-use development. This led to Recommen­
dation 3.17. 

There was consensus that municipally-assigned densities in RGAs 
should be further evaluated to determine if they are realistic. 
Although not explicitly discussed, the implication was that the 
Commission should require municipalities to re-zone if density 
assignments in given zoning districts are not realistically 
achievable. 

Reco .. endation. 3. 04a Itequire municipalities to ~ave minimum 
develop.e~t densities to ensure efficient use of RGA land. 
One panelist stated that the problem with community development 
and infrastructure planning was" that the CMP growth allocations 
control only maximum development levels. Often, developers may 
build under capacity which in turn impacts on the adequacy of 
transportation planning, school size and other infrastructure and 
social service provisions. It was recommended that the CMP be 
amended to include ~ range of minimum acceptable densities. In 
this way, communities would be able to provide for predictable 
ranges of development." It was explained that Oregon's planning 
policies, planned municipal industrial parks and redevelopment 
plans reflect minimum densities. 

There was a consensus among the panelists that the recommendation 
would represent a significant improvement in the CMP's implemen­
tation. 

Reco .. endation 3.04]:) Require municipalities to set minimum 
development densities at the threshold for PDe use to ensure ef­
ficient use of RGA land. 
One panelist recommended an alternative to the above recommenda­
tion that would specify the minimum development density. The 
minimum would be set at the point where POC use is first 
required, i.e. essentially requiring all development to be built 
at the full base density. It was noted that if a property owner 
wanted to build fewer l"nits than the amount required by the mini­
mum density, the owner would then need to subdiv"ide the property 
to ""exclude enough land (i. e. landbank) so that the developed den­
sity would match the minimum. Another panelist suggested that 
the Commission could permit fewer than the minimum units required 
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if PDCs were used for the lost units, but this idea was not fur­
ther discussed. There was no consensus on the overall recommen­
dation. 

C. Flexible Densities 

Following the discussion of overall densities, panelists sug­
gested a series of CMP amendments which could be used to make 
CMP-prescribed densities more flexible. Flexibility in the CMP 
density provisions would make growth obligations more acceptable 
to municipalities, ensure that land and development opportunities 
would not be wasted, and provide opportunities for better com­
munity design. 

aecommendation 3.05 Allow municipalities to modify CHP densities 
if they are determined to be inappropriate. 
One panelist recommended that the CMP provide a formal mechanism 
for a municipality to raise or lower densities if it wanted to do 
so, and if the original CMP assumptions were found to be inap­
propriate. Other members of the panel did not express support or 
objections to this recommendation. 

aecommendation 3.06 Allow municipalities to raise dens"i ties if 
they also reduce total RGA size. 
Two panel members recommended that a major way of reducing ad­
verse environmental effects would be to shrink the areal extent 
of RGAs and then raise the densities within them. In this way, 
the same number of units could be built but less land area would 
be impacted. They also suggested that smaller RGAs would make 
higher densities more marketable. Mixed-use and higher-density 
development, they said, would also be more fiscally practical in 
terms of financing public services and infrastructure. Other 
panelists did not object to or support this recommendation. 

Recommendation 3.07 Allow municipalities to exempt certain 
projects or types of development from PDe requirements when they 
achieve a community design or public policy qoal. 
A few of the panelists proposed that the CMP specifically address 
when and how municipal zoning bonuses could be used, and in what 
cases they could preempt the POC program. One suggested that the 
use of POCs be required when there would be any major deviation 
from the development standards. Another wanted bonuses to be 
based on good planning and design techniques (e.g., mixed-use 
development), while another questioned whether bonuses for public 
policy housing needs, such as low-income and senior housing, 
could be compatible ~ith the POC pr~gram. 
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Recommendation 3.08 Permit RGA housinq obliqation transfers 
amonq RGA municipalities. 
One of the panelists stated that Oregon's urban area zones permit 
the exchange of housing obligations to promote affordable hous­
ing. It was recommended that, if a municipality needed more units 
than it was assigned, it could arrange a transfer of units from 
another area which might have more than it needed. Another 
panelist compared the inter-municipal transfer of Pine lands hous­
ing obligations to Council on Affordable Housing transfers where 
cOlllDluni ties with too many affordable housing responsibilities 
would agree to have them built in another cOlllDlunity. The end 
result is housing built where it is most welcome and where land 
is available. There was no consensus on transferring CMP RGA 
unit obligations between municipalities • . 
Recommendation 3.09 Permit municipalities the option of allowing 
density increases by accruing units from other RGA sites not 
built to maximum density. 
One of the panelists said that in some municipalities housing is 
not being built to capacity and that PDCs are not often used be­
cause the base densities are too high. Another suggested setting 
minimum densities and letting the market set the maximum density 
through the purchase of PDCs.· (see Recommendations 3. 04a and 
3.04b) Another panelist recommended that developers be per­
mi tted, wi th municipal discretion, to purchase development 
"credits" from under-utilized developed land in RGAs. 

D. Performance Standard Flexibility 

Successful communities with a high quality of life were areas 
which panelists described as having sufficient infrastructure and 
public services, affordable housing, good community design, as 
well as natural resource and landscape preservation. While no 
specific problems in the Pinelands were identified, several 
panelists suggested that the CMP could be amended to address 
potential problems which are being experienced throughout the 
state. The panelists discussed relaxation of CMP development 
standards in RGAs or, in certain cases, to permit more flexible 
development. 

Recommendation 3.10a Evaluate how CMP development standards 
aiqht be relaxed in RGAs to meet density without adverse environ­
.ental impacts. 
A variety of different opinions were offered on whether CMP 
development standards should be relaxed in RGAs. The need to 
consider quality of life issues in addition to environmental 
standards, . the benefits of accommodating more housing in growth 
areas, and ·the varying degrees of envi.ronmental sensitivity which 
exist between management areas were cited in support of the 
recommendation. Concerns were expressed that development stan-
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dards may not be adequate now to protect the Pinelands environ­
ment and that relaxation of standards might result in significant 
hydrologic and water quality issues. 

There was consensus that the question warranted further study. 

Recommendation 3.10b Bvaluate how CHP development standards 
aight be relaxed in RGAs, in certain cases, to permit development 
to achieve public policy objectives without adverse impacts. 
A few panelists offered an alternative recommendation that stan­
dards be relaxed in RGAs only for special cases, such as those 
for a public need, like affordable housing, or a public design 
goal, like mixed-use development. 

E. Infrastructure Needs 

Several panelists mentioned that infrastructure and public serv­
ices were becoming more difficult to provide in areas around At­
lantic City, but again, not unlike other areas outside the 
Pinelands. These problems sometimes evolve from inadequate plan­
ning by municipalities, but more often happen because of the way 
infrastructure is financed in New Jersey. The group agreed that 
the Commission could get more involved. in making sure that the 
infrastructure needs of Pinelands ~evelopment areas can be met. 

Recommendation 3.11 Identify ways to help municipalities finance 
infrastructure needs. 
The panel began this part of the session by identifying in­
frastructure as the basic community planning constraint in RGAs, 
especially transportation/transit, water supply and wastewater 
treatment. The consensus was that the existing infrastructure is 
not adequate to meet the expected demand. The panel also con­
cluded that the primary problem was the feasibility of financing 
future infrastructure, in part based on the state's cap on 
municipal budgets. One panelist added that there is money avail­
able for sewers, but not roads or schools. Several panelists 
recommended that the Commission evaluate creative ways in which 
municipalities can finance infrastructure costs. 

/ 
/ 

Recommendation 3.12a Design capital improvement plans for all 
RGAs. 
One panelist recommended that the Commission should prepare 
capital improvement plans for RGAs. Although there was consensus 
that better capital planning is needed, concerns were expressed 
that the commission may not be in the best position to prepare 
individual municipal plans because the needs vary according to 
community character and citizens' expectations. There was some 
discussion that, if the Commission pursued this recommendation, 
it could prepare more generalized plans which each municipality 
could refine and adopt to its own needs and circumstances. 
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Recommendation 3.12b Require municipalities to include circula­
tion, community facility and utility service plan elements in 
their master plans for their RGAs. 
As an alternative to the above recommendation, one panelist 
recommended that the Commission could have municipalities con­
sider these issues by requiring adoption of circulation, facility 
and infrastructure plan elements • 

• eco .. endation 3.13 Desiqn sub-reqional land use plans for major 
q.rowth qenerators, e.g., Atlantic City Airport. 
A few panelists noted that major sub-regional issues, such as the 
Atlantic City airport, were about to generate more need for hous­
inq and public services than perhaps what municipalities can 
reasonably accommodate. Although the New Jersey Department of 
Transportation, the Delaware Valley Regional Planning commission, 
and county transportation and land use planning bodies may be 
helpful in some ways, some issues, such as the airport and growth 
along the .highway corridors (Atlantic City Expressway, US 30, NJ 
55, etc.) , need stronger sub-regional planning with active 
municipal participation. 

F. Municipal Reserves 

One of the ways of proyiding adequate services that the panel 
discussed was the phasing of growth by "land-banking" some por­
tions of RGAs for future development. The panelists agreed that 
this method of ensuring logical development patterns in RGAs 
could increase land use efficiency, increase public service and 
infrastructure efficiency, and improve the quality of life in 
growth communities. The panel members recommended that greater 
use of the CMP's municipal reserve program should be explored • 

• ecommendation 3.14 Identify Municipal Reserve Areas (KRAs) for 
all Rural Development Areas and re-evaluate standards for con­
vertinq KRAs to RGAs • 

. One panelist observed that Municipal Reserves (portions of Rural 
Development Areas reserved for future growth) were used on a very 
limited basis by municipalities. Consequently, a recommendation 
was made that the Commission itself ide~tify Municipal Reserves. 

Recommendation 3.15 Require delineation of municipal reserves 
within RGAs to foster phased development. 
Several of the panelists were concerned about random development 
in RGAs, which may result in some land being under-utilized due 
to the lack of available wastewater infrastructure. Others were 
concerned ~hat unorganized gro~:h in the RGAs could be one of the 
major causes of traffic congestion, inade9Uate service deliv~, 
municipal budgeting difficultiefi, etc. 
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One panelist recommended that the development of reserves within 
RGAs would enable municipalities to better plan for infrastruc­
ture and services in their communities. There was a general con­
sensus to recommend that municipal reserves be established in 
RGAs, much like Hamilton Township's. These reserves would not be 
allowed to develop at RGA densities until adequate densities have 
been achieved as required in the developed zones. 

G. Housing Issues 

The panel briefly discussed issues relating to the type of hous­
ing stock (e.g., affordable, higher-density, and mixed-density 
housing) available in the Pinelands. A couple of panel members 
raised anecdotal concerns about these issues. Not having a com­
plete understanding of the issue with respect to the Pinelands, 
the panel recommended further study of these concerns • 

• ecommendation 3.16 Bvaluate impacts of CKP density standards on 
the provision of affordable housing. 
A number of different opinions were presented during the panel's 
discussion of the CMP's effect on affordable housing. Opinions 

... ranged from the belief by one individual that the CMP density and 
development standards prevented builders from providing anything 
other than "exclusive" housing, to a belief that the CMP permits 
municipalities to zone for a variety of housing types. Ul­
timately, the panel concluded that the question warranted further 
study • 

• ecommendation 3.17 Analyze the relationship between market 
demand for high density (multi-family) development and certified 
.unicipal RGA zoning densities to determine whether CHP hous~nq 
obliqations respond to those demands. 
This recommendation evolved as an outqrowth of the discussion on 
Recommendation 3.03. One panelist said that there may not be a 
sufficient market for existing high-density and .mixed-use 
development zones bec~use people generally prefer to li ve on 
smaller lots in single family homes, and only choose to live in 
higher-density housing during transitional periods in their 
lives. Mid-rise and high-density development were cited as too 
expensive to build, and are therefore not sufficiently affordable 
to their potential market. Others disagreed and the panel sug­
gested that a study could shed further light on whether the issue 
is significant. 
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Recommendation 3.18 Determine whether RGAs provide appropriate 
housinq opportunities relative to employment projections. 
One panelist recommended that a re-evaluation be undertaken of 
whether the housing opportunities provided by the .CMP match fu­
ture employment projections within and around the region. 

A few panelists recommended that the Commission also study 
whether the CMP's RGA housing standards provide a real oppor­
tunity for people to live adjacent to employment centers. Locat­
inq. housing supply next to employment and commercial centers 
would reduce air pollution, energy consumption, traffic.conges­
tion and highway construction needs by limiting commutation and 
discretionary travel demands. 

H. Community Design Issues 

When discussing community design issues, the panelists concluded 
that the Commission should encourage compatible mixed-use growth 
in RGAs and should have a role in coordinating better community 
design in growth municipalities. They recommended that by in­
creasing local awareness of community d.esign issues, 
municipalities could ,develop· into communities with a higher 
quality of life than what more often is characterized by strip 
development and disjointed housing developments, both inside and 
outside the Pinelands. 

Recommendation 3.19 Prepare model mixed-use zoninq and community 
design quidelines and provide educational assistance on those 
sul:»jects. 
There was a wide-ranging discussion on community design and 
panelists sometimes differed on what good community design repre­
sented. 

There was, however, a general consensus that municipal planning 
doesn't often consider community design issues. For example, 
opinions wera offered that higher-density and mixed-use develop­
ments can foster better community design. Other panelists indi­
cated that cultural resource and community design objectives 
might not always be in keeping with a community's definition of 
quality of life. 

Towns with community centers, like Egg Harbor City, were cited 
as examples of development types that the Commission should 
foster. In summary, the panel overwhelmingly agreed that the 
Commission should prepare model community design guidelines and 
encourage municipalities, ttrough a~tive educational programs, to 
embrace them. 
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Recommendation 3.20 Require municipalities to include community 
design plan elements in their master plans and land development 
ordinances for their RGAs. 
Although not a direct alternative to Recommendation 3.19, two of 
the panelists said that the Commission should not dictate how 
RGAs and other development areas should look. Because civic 
design tastes are not homogenous (they change over time, and what 
designers think is apPJ:opriate now may not be so in the near 
future), other panelists said that municipalities should choose 
their own community design themes,· but that these should be ad­
dressed in a mandatory community design element in municipal 
master plans and land development ordinances. 

Recommendation 3.21 Limit strip development. 
Several of the panelists recommended that the CMP restrict "strip 
development" due to its adverse impact on traffic circulation, 
scenic quality, and inefficient use of RGA land. They recommended 
a few alternative measures, such as the use of feeder roads, 
clustering, and reverse frontage, as a way of correcting those 
problems. 

IV. Public Comments 

One citizen expressed a concern that municipalities should be en­
couraged by the Commission to coordinate planning across 
municipal boundaries and for major sub-regional developments such 
as the Atlantic City Airport. 

11 



Growth and Community DesIgn Work:._. /Recommendatlons 

Topical Area 
Rec. 

# 
Recommendations Made by One 

or More Panel Members(l) 

Estimate 
Comm. of Resources(3) 
Action(2) StaffC 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

Growth Levels and 
Natural Resource 
Concerns 

CMP Densities 

3.01a Establish development thresholds in RGAs 
based on average per capita impacts on 
Pinelands ecology. 

Study 

3.01b Re-evaluate RGA densilies based on hydro- Study 
logical impacts. 

3.02 Re-evaluate individual municipal CMP 
density allocations to determine if 
they adequately respond to area market 
conditions. 

3.03 Review certified RGA densitites to verify 
if they can be realistically reached. 

3.04a Require municipalities to have minimum 
development densities to ensure efficient 
use of RGA land. 

Study 

Study 

CMP 

4wm-P 

12wm - P 

(1) l{,·(1.'IIUllc".hti"n~ "Uclc,II.), une "f nUlI(' 1':Uld IIIclllh,'u "Ie li"'L',1 ..... llellu:r 0,. nul thl'), we..:: di~clI .. !'cd in dcl"iI tlr wl .. :.hc .. 4~ 1I',llhc), Wl:'C: .... 1' .... '1 .. ·.' II)' 
1 •• I,crl,nu,,'lil.h. 

(1) 11,rc," ')I'n •• ( C"IIHui",h.u 111;1111111 AU: nule.l: ''C'"U''' ,lcl)uh: ... eM I' AlUcl ... lmcnl; "Slutly" &Jennie. more IhAn. numinalarnuunl or lime rur AnlJl)',hi .11111 
"Admin," •. !cnnlcs .",ion ~ .. i'hoUI An .mu::ndmc:nl or .Iudy. 

(,:\) 111c "(:"'tim:toh' •• , Ilc-,nulc,:," iJ An AI'I'IUAilU;'Ililln til IIIIU ttt IIIUIIC'AIY Icsoulceslh:.' wuuM he uc~ded, 1!llimatc. IIIIre nut I'lcunted fnr <':MI" lunt:nJnu:nh, 

( .. ) ShU rnources ;'II~ .hown In "'ork mllnlh, (""m) (Ihe ,,('!'.olimate alUouRI of '1,,1f IIm~ nrcess;ary 10 complete Ihe task) by oUicc. OUicc. arc indicated al 

follows: r . flannin,; S . Science; DR - OCVcl(lrRlenl Rc\'iew; and rr . rublic "roc rams. No enlria arc presented for Ie" than I work monlh. 

(S) Monel",), cnllin 1Irc \'c'), 1'lciilUin:ll), cslilU:llt"~ III ("osls Rssoci1llcJ wilh. cousu!!iu, COlilnet or wilh the hirinC of adtlitional sialf. No culries ale 
Ci\'~R if cmls IUC ClIpectcd 10 be leu Ihan il,OnO. 

(6) NOles rep,esenl ShU commenh which may bc ,dcvanllo Ihe CofUmi5Sion', C"\'aluatioR of Ihe rc:conunc:ndalions. 

$150,000 0 Establishment of a method to predict per capita 
impacts may be technically difficult 

o Implementation 'of a per capita density 
system may be difficult 

o System to monitor impacts on a per capita 
basis will be difficult and expensive to establish 

$75,000 0 Different scenarios may be required due to various 
water supply alternatives 

o Coastal areas difficult to analyze 

$30,000 0 Market studies needed before RGA analysis begins 
o Market conditions change over time 
o Difficult to relate market studies (with specific 

time periods) to CMP prescriptions which are not 
time dependent , 

o Will require analysis of municipal design standards 
o Test analysis done through PDC study identified 
several problems which have been corrected 

o More attention now focused on this issue during 
certification reviews but detailed analyses are 
not done 

o Question exists as to how much discretion to 
grant to municipalities 

o Little municipal discretion and relatively high 
minimum densities are likely to be controversial 

o Much municipal discretion and relatively low 
minimun densities will likely undermine purpose 

o To what extent should market conditions be 
considered in settin~ minimums? 



Growth and Community Design Work:.. J~ Recommendations 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area .# or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) 

3.04b Require municipalities to set minimum CMP 
development densities at the theshold for 
POC use to ensure efficient use of 
RGAland. 

Flexible Oensities 3.05 Allow municipalities to modify CMP densities CMP 
if they are determined to be inappropriate. 

3.06 Allow municipalities to raise densities if CMP 
they also reduce total RGA size. 

3.07 Allow municipalities to exempt certain CMP 
projects or types of development from POC 
requirements when they achieve a community 
design or public policy goal. 

3.08 Permit RGA housing obligation transfers CMP 
among RGA municipalities. 

(I) Rcrolll"I('n.bliu". uIICfc:'lII'1 PAl.' "'- mou"I':md nU:IIII""u A.e Ibll'd wl .. :llicr Of" nul lI,e), ¥>,(:IC di:.n,~~d In dclaU Of wlu:tllcr Itl ""llbc)' wnc: ."1'.01,,1('.11., 
.It''Cfl,,,ucli.h. 

(l) 11.rl[(' 1)1'(" u( (·"lnml"I,.u acll,.,It .,e n •• ' .... I: "( 'MI'ti ,I" .. ut ...... eMI' alncluJlllcnli "Sludy" .JCRnln more Ih .... nominal amount 01 time: fur analrlll,,; and 
"'Ad"I'a,"dcnolC'la,llon ",ithoutan _"I('ndmenl Of .Iud)'. 

P) ''''c "l!.linl,slc: (\( Itc,uuree,"" an "I'I'fodm:'liun of tlnU or Atunela,y relources II .... ""ould be needed, Eslimala ... c.ot Ilu:sc:nlcd 'nr eMI' amcndn,elt'a, 

(4) $'all «Iouren arc .ho"1\ In "''0'. month. ('1l'Sn) (the al'rroaimalc: amollnt of II aU lime nceeasary 10 complete Ihe 'ask)b)' office, Offices ale lndiu'ed a' 
folio •• : r . fl.tnnin,; S . Sciencc; OR . Developmenl Revicw; .nd I'r . rublic rrolunl', No enlda arc prac:nled for IClllha" I Wilt" ",unth, 

(~) Mnnrtllll} ("1111 in ale- \'("IY I'ldimin:uy rJllmMn o' euall anudaltd .'lIh a cO"lulllll, eunlnel Of' ""hb Ihc hlrl", of .d.lillun.I,laU, tin cnllin alc 
,i"'"cn II COlli ale taredcd 10 be Icn Illan 11,000. 

,(6) NOlet terrescnl Iiall commcnts.hich mft)' be ,clevalll 10 Ihe Collllniuion', cvalualion of Ihe 'eronlmend:alionl. 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff( 4' $$$(5) Notes(6) 

- - o Precludes development at densities less than the 
,POC theshold 

o Municipal discretion is limited to that density 
which it sets as the threshold for POC use 

o Questions may be raised on the extent to which 
these thresholds reflect market conditions 

- - o Guidelines relative to CMP amendments to lower 
densities have been established 

o Proofs arc likely to be difficult to make 
o Unlikely to lead to many RGA density modifications 

- - o Will raise POC density thresholds 
o Results in greater development efficiencies 
o CMP development standards may limit acheivement of 
higher densities . o Municipalities now have some flexibility to lower 
densities in some portions of the RGA and 
raise them in other portions 

- - o May result in some loss of POC opportunities 
o Municipalities now have some flexibility to 
accomplish this, e.g., in affordable housing 

o May be difficult to establish universal guidelines 
that would apply equally to all RGAc; 

- - o Guidelines for permitting transfers need to be 
developed 

o Environemntal considerations may be difficult 
to evaluate 

o Higher densities in some areas will raise POC 
density thresholds 

o Lower densities in other areas may result in lower 
development efficiency 



G rowth and C ommuntty D eSlgn W k or !>ll~P d ecommen atlOns 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) 

3.09 Permit municipalities the option of allowing CMP 
density increases by accruing units from 
other RGA sites not built to maximum 
density. 

Performance 3. lOa Evaluate how CMP development standards Study 
Standard Flexibility might be relaxed in RGAs to meet density 

without adverse environmental impacts. 

3. lOb Evaluate how CMP development standards Study 
might be relaxed in RGAs, in certain 
cases, to permit development to 
achieve public policy objectives without 
adverse impacts. 

Infrastructure 3.11 Identify ways to help municipalities finance Study 
Needs infrastructure needs. 

(I) itC('(lmnICII.hliOl"1 II.ICfC1.II., nnc or mot(' r;.nd mCIIII"l"I!t Ale Ihled .... heilief or ft.II",C)' '''one aJi~UA"t"d I .. del,.O Of _bc&hcr nr a,,,U":J Wt."'C ·"I .... ·llnl .. y 

... h"rl\ftl,clh ... 

ll) llncc I)I"CII" (·I'''II"i.~illn R(lluIII lI.e n.ol(",I: .. (·t.II·~ .I.:uul .... ,. CI\U' amcndmclIl; "SIUII," dCRoln mure IluID. nominal.mount 0' lime lur .nal),Ahi nnd 

"A&Jmlft.-dcnolcl aclion .... -i.houl ... ImC'ndmcftt or IluJ)'o 

t.') lhc "E..linl;tlc n(lt("loureea" i, IIIn "I'I"lIlinl:1lliun of II aU or "",ncl,uy fc:aou'cellh:lol would be:: Reeded. 1:"llm.la .,c nul .... cscnlcd Inr eMI' .mcndrncnIA 

(.f) Siall re.OUfCn an Iho .. :n in ""'Of. Rlonlh_ ( ... -m) (Ibe arillo.imaic anlounl of slaU lime neccuary 10 complete Ihe laslr.)by offke. OUiees lue Indicated AS 
'ollo~.'s: r· rbnnin,; S - Sciencc; OR· Oevelopment Rt:vit:w; .ndl'r· fublic rrolums. No ent.-ies .Ie presented lor leu Ihan I ...-0I1r. monlh. 

(~) ~ttlnct.'J cnllie •• ,e , .. el)' 1" clinlin:OlJ ulilll:\ICI 0' C(l~I_ :t~_()d.let.l .... ith .. eumuhill< <lIIlI,.cI Of" with lhe: hltinl of •• MiduRal.I.". No CIII,ic\ .,e 

,i~e:n I( COlli .'e: cape-CiC" 10 Lc-Ic-u Ih.n 11,000 

(6) Notu leprclcRI .1;aU commen" ... hieh may be .clev;anllu the Coullniuiou', evalu<ltioll of tile recomDiendations. 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff(4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

- - o Development levels will more closely approximate 
CMP zone capae~ty estimates 

o Will raise PDC density thresholds 
o Municipalities are likely to be pressed to 
"transfer" lost units to specific sites 

o May not promote sound land use patterns on a long-
term basis 

o Municipalities may now seek rezoning if land 
development trends warrant density changes 

2wm-P - o Recognizes differences between management areas 
lwm-S o Variable standards in other management areas 

may be sought 
o Greater development efficiencies will be realized 
in RGAs 

o Consensus On the degree of relaxation may be 
difficult to achieve 

o Commission may be viewed as "writing off" RGAs 

2wm-P - o Variable standards in other management areas for 
public policy objectives may be sought 

o Consensus on which public policy objectives should 
be addressed may be difficult to achieve 

o Consensus on the degree of relaxation may be 
difficult to achieve 

o Provides a tool for achievement of important 
policy objectives 

6wm-P - o Evaluation may ultimately require outside expertise 
o Should involve consultation with the Office of 
State Planning and local governments 

o Recommendations are likely to be beyond Commission's 
ability to implement 



" Growth and c ommumty D eSlgn W k or l>l1U D R d ecommen atlOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff(4'1 

3.12a Design capital improvement plans for all Study -
RGAs. 

3.12b Require municipalities to include circula- CMP -
tion, community facility and utility service 
plan elements in their master plans for 
their RGAs. 

3.13 Design sub-regional land use plans for major Study -
growth generators, e.g., Atlantic City" 
Airport. 

Municipal Reserves 3.14 Itlentify Municipal Reserve Areas (MRAs) Study/ 6wm-P 
for all Rural Development Areas and CMP 
re-evaluate standards converting MRAs 
to RGAs. 

3.15 Require delineation of municipal reserves CMP 
within RGAs to foster phased development. 

Housing Issues 3.16 Evaluate impacts of CMP density standards 011 Study 
the provision of affordable housing. 

.. 
(a) M("'''lIunl.'lul.lli, •• " "UCll',1 hy 1'1": nr 111111(' 1';lIId IUcmh .. :u Ale li.".:d whelt .. ::r or nlillhe)' were diuuucdin det"il Uf whether tlr RullllC)' "'I.'fe ~UI'I'''fl('11 It)' 

1~lhcr "andi,,, 

(1) 111rt~ 1)'1'<' "ICUIIIIUlui"1l ftclh'na Arc "ulnl: ''CMI'" denute. A t:MI' anU:UlJmcnlj "Sludy" denutes more tI.an. nomlnalamuunl of time {Of analy:.h; "ud 
"AdRlin," dcnutu Action ~-ilhoUI an Amendment or 'Iudy. 

t~) 111" "E.sli",:ll~ (,r l~noulCn·1a An "1'II'Ollimali(ln 01 ltaff or munelal)' relOUlcellllal wuuld be ncc:Jed. ESltmalel arc null'fC~cnlcd tor eM I· amenJrucllh. 

( .. ) SI:.ft rc:soulCC"S lue shown in work monlhs ( ..... m) (Ihe arproximate amounl of slaU lime necessary 10 romplde the lask) by oUicc. QlCices arc inJicalcd as 
follo~ ... : r . rlanRin,; S . Science; DR • Devclopnlcnl Review; and PP . Public I-,ocums. No cnlries .re presented for less Ihan 1 work month. 

(S) Mon,'lary cnlrics are vcr)' I'ldimin:uy csliQ1:1te~ of coslS auocialcd ~·i.lh. consullin, contfacl or with the hirinC of additional.lalf. No enlries.,c 
,h'en if cosls :111 e CllllCCICd to be less Ihan SI,OOO. 

(6) Nolcs felllcscnt slaft commenls .... ·hieh may be .elevanllO the Commission', evaluation of the recommendations. 

-

-

$$$(5) 

$100,000 

-

$50,000 

-

-

$30,000 

Notes(6) 

o May be viewed as an assumption of local prerogatives 
o Would provide mechanism to judge future 
Pinelands Infrastructure Trust Fund applications 

o May require new staff expertise if detailed plans 
are to be prepared 

o Unless standards are developed to judge their 
adequacy, this may not result in meaningful plans 

o Just requiring municipalities to prepare plans 
may still represent a worthwhile first step 

o Enforcement of the requirement may be difficult 

o Estimate is based upon preparation of one such 
plan 

o Atlantic City Airport planning may provide an 
opportunity for South Jersey Transportation Authority 
to address this issue 

o Not all RDAs will be appropriate as MRAs 
o Delineating boundaries may be contentious 
o Some communities may not want growth reserves 

o New CMP standards or guidelines will be needed 
o May not be appropriate or necessary in all instances 

o May be difficult to judge since flexibility 
is already provided when municipalities propose 
affordable housing programs 

o May be viewed by some as contrary to Pinelands 
Protection Act prohibition on Pinelands afforable 
housin~ standards 



Growth and C ommumty D d esign Worksllu i1 Kecommen atlons 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff(4' $$$(5) Notes(6) 

3.17 Analyze the relationship between market Study 
demand for high density (multi-family) 

3wm-P $20,000 o Represents one element of Recommendation 3.02 

development and certified municipal 
RGA zoning densities to determine 
whether eMP housing obligations respond 
to those demands. 

3.18 Determine whether RGAs provide appro- Study 4wm-P $40,000 o Will require that areas within and outside the 
priate housing opportunities relative Pinelands be examined relative to employment and 
to employment projections. housing opportunities 

o Employment forecasts are somewhat speculative 
o Establishment of ·commutersheds· may be difficult 

Community Design 3.19 Prepare model mixed-use zoning and Study 4wm-P $50,000 o Model ordinances and design guidelines must be 
Issues . community design guidelines and provide developed before education efforts begin 

educational assistance on those o Municipalities may be unable to undertake detailed 
subjects. evaluations of their use without financial 

assistance 

3.20 Require municipalities to include community eMP - - o Unless standards are developed to judge their 
design plan elements in their master plans adquacy, this may not result in meaningful plans 
and land development ordinances Cor . o Standards, if developed, would be judgemental 
their RGAs. o Just requiring municipalities to prepare plans 

may still represent a worthwhile step 
o EnCorcement of the requirement may be difficult 

3.21 Limit strip development. eMP - - o The new state highway access code may help to 
address this issue 

o Likelv to be controversial as it has been in the past 

(I) R"COlllllle, .. I"linllo "Herc.1 hy olle (lr 11101" 1m lid m"",hen nrc liol"d whelher or nnl Ihey were diAcuAAed In delall or whelher or nOllhey were Aupl""le" hy 
olhcr I'nncli~.,. 

(2) 11tn:c 1)'I'c!t ,,( CUliuniui,'n Rclinns nrc: nulcd: "Ct-U'" denote. II t:MI' nmclu.lmclI'i "Study" tlcnulcs more tlul .. _ nomlnnl.mount of lime (or mmlysi!ti alld 
-Admin." denotes Action without on amendment or sludy. 

(:I) 11,e "Eslimah: o{ It".ourccs" is nn approximalion o{ IlaH or lI.ollclary resource. Ihal would be needed. Eslimale. nrc nol pre.enled {ur eMI' amendmenl •. 

(4) SlaH resources arc shown in work ",onlh. (Will) (Ihe approximale amounl o{ slarr lillie necesslIry 10 eomplele Ihe lask) by olficc. OUice. are indiealed as 
{olio .... : I' . I'lanning; S . Science; DR . Developmenl RevieW; and I'P -I'ublie I'rogranu. No enlries arc presenled (or less Ihan I work monlh. 

(S) Monelary enlries arc v"ry preliminary eslinmles o{ cosls associaled wilh a consulling eonlracl or with Ihe hiring o{ additionalslaH. No enlries are 
,h'cn i{ cosls arc expecled 10 be less Ihan SI,ooO. 

(6) Nole. repre.enl slalf cOllllllenls which may be rei evan I 10 Ihe Commission's evalualion of Ihe recommendalions. 



APPENDIX A 

"Pinelands Growth/Design" Meeting 
List of Participants 

Name of Participant 

Frank Banisch 

Martin Bierbaum 

Richard Dovey 

Shirley Goetz 

Joanne Harkins 

John Keene 

Mark Lapping 

Charles Newcomb 

Michael Ontko 

Robert Pierson 

Creigh Rahenkamp* 

Keith Robinson 

Raymond Townsend 

Susan Grogan 

Larry Liggett 

Terrence D. Moore 

John C. Stokes 

Robert Zampella 

May 7, 1992 

Affiliation 

Banisch & Associates 
planning consultant 

N.J. DEPE, Land Use Regulation Element 
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N.J. Builders Association 

Coughlin, Keene & Associates 
architecture/planning consultant 

Rutgers University 
Urban and Regional Planning Department 
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APPENDIX B 

Pinelands Growth/Design 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

May 7, 1992 

Growth Demands/Environmental Constraints 

1. What environmental factors are relevant in determininq the 
level of growth (residential, commercial and industrial) 
that should be accommodated in the Pinelands? Which of 
these do you consider to be threshold factors that should 
determine growth levels? 

2. What environmental factors are relevant in determininq the 
intensity with which development should be permitted to oc­
cur within any qiven area? Which of these do you consider 
to be threshold factors? 

3. Are there special environmental factors that should be con-
. sidered in determining the level or intensity of qrowth in 
specific regions of the Pinelands? Are such regions 
definable? How well do Pinelands growth area zoninq plans 
reflect these factors? 

4. What existing da~a or.information are you aware of that ad­
dress these factors?' What, if any, conclusions miqnt be 
drawn from such data or information? 

5. What planninq factors are relevant in determininq the level 
of·development that should be accommodated in the Pinelands? 
Which of these do you consider to be short-term or lonq-term 
threshold issues? 

6. What planninq factors are relevant in determininq the inten­
sity of·development to be permitted in any qiven area of· the 
Pinelands? Which of these do you consider to be short~term 
or lonq-term threshold issues? 

7. Are there special planninq factors such as the proposed At­
lantic City Airport, civilian use of Fort Dix and McGuire 
Air Force Base that should be considered in determininq the 
level of intensi ty of growth in specific reqions of the 
Pinelands. Are such reqions definable? 

8. What data or information are you aware of that address these 
factors? What, if any, conclusion may be drawn form such 
data or information? 

9. What additional data or information do you believe needs to 
be qathered to enable the Commission to better understand 
~nvir)nmental and planninq factors that should shape the 
level and intensity of growth in the Pinelands or portions 
therenf? 

1 



10. What conflicts can you identify between environmental and 
planning factors, and how would you suggest the Commission 
go about resolving such conflicts? Can you identify com­
patible environmental and planning factors? How would you 
suggest that the Commission build upon these common factors? 

Growth Management 

11. In light of environmental considerations and the setting of 
maximum population densities, are there strategies that the 
Commission may employ that would better enable counties and 
municipalities to manage qrowth? Are there existing qrowth 
.anagament proqrams in other locations that are worthy of 
investigation? 

12. Do existing municipal zoning plans provide a reasonable op­
portunity for use of Pinelands Development Credits. What 
factors would contribute to increased use of PDCs within lo­
cal qrowth management strategies? 

COmmunity Design 

13. What planning and desiqn techniques do you believe are most 
successful. in helping municipalities achieve growth 
managam.nt~oriented community desiqn objectives? Which do 
you believe are wd~y of consideration in the Pinelands? 

14. What reasons are most often cited for the failure of com­
munity design objectives? Which are most often cited for 
their success? 

15. Do Pinelands Reqional Growth and Town zoninq schemes inhibit 
the use of successful desiqn techniques? How might they be 
chanqed to encourage better design? What ar~ the environ­
mental implications of such chanqes? 

16. What roles do you believe the Pinelands Commission can plan 
in encouraqing better community design in the reqion? What 
strategies do you sugqest be employed to implement these 
roles? 

2 



APPENDIX C 

Background Information 

for 

Pinelands Growth/Design Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Briefing Memorandum 

2. . Pinelands Regional Growth Area Municipal Zoning Density and 
Capacity Estimates, (sheets 1 through 23) updated 3/27/92. 

3. An Assessment of the Hydrological Impact Resulting from 
Development in Regional Growth Areas in Hamilton Township, 
=A~t~l~a~n~t~i~c~C~o~u~n~t+y~(~M~u~l~l~i~c~a~B~a~s~i~n~W~a~t~e~r~~S~t~u~d~y~), New Lisbon, NJ: 
Pinelands Commission, 1990. 

4. 6/8/88 Pinelands Commission Memorandum from the Executive 
Di rector to the Commi ss ione r s rega rding "Sewe rand Wa te r 
Supply Policies for Regional Growth Areas in the Mullica 
Township River Basin, Camden County". 

5. Update on NJ Department of Labor, Office of Demographic and 
Employment Analysis (NJ ODEA) population projections. 

6. Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
Plan, The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation -
Chapter I Land Use, pgs I-l through 1-24. 

7. Pinelands Development Standards Subchapter 6 of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, revised 2/29/88, 
summary. 
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101 MORGAN LANE, PLAINS80RO, NeN JERSEY 08536 • (609) 275-8888. FAX (60S) 275-4411 
ApriJ 18. 1992 

Mr. Terrence C. Maore 
Exscutive Dlrecter 
Pinelands Commission 
p.c. Sox 7 
New Usbon, NJ 08064 

Re: Review of the Plnefands Comprehensive Management Plan 

Cear Mr. Moore: 

In response to your memo of ~bruary 28. 1992, the New Jersey Bunders Association has 
~ the key topics for Plnetands CommisSon review. . 

The NJBA Is commenting on three of the flve topics listed. These are Economic Impacts, 
Permitting, and Growth Demands PoRdes. In addition, we have just learned that the 
Plnelands Commission has added a sixth topic of Water Quality. The NJBA Is reserving its 
rights to submit comments on the Water QuaJity topic. We ask that you provide us with a 
copy of the Pinelands Commlssian material on the Water QuaJity tapic. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS 
The NJBA makes severaj recommendations for areas of study to evaluate the economic 
Impact at the Plneland$ plan. . -

Hou~lng Affcrdabll1ty . - _-
The ~8A Is of the opinion that the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (OM?) 
has had an adverse impact _ on housing atfordabJllty in the Pine lands. Factcrs which have 
hacd impacts on the affcrdabiJIty of housing In the Plnelands include the following: 

1) The supply of developable land Is constrained, leading to increased prices for 
developable parcels; 

2) The Ptne4ands development application process Is extremely ccstJy; 

3) . The Plnelands development regulations cause expensive site layouts and on-
site Improvements; and 

4) There has been a foss of competition due tc a decrease In the number of 
builders active In the PIne lands. The loss of competition Is due to extensive 
capital requirements required for applicants to withstand long delays in the 
development application process and the costs associated with understanding 
the complex regulatory process. 

The problem of housing atfordability raises an issue of sociaJ equity. Atthough the eM? 
speaks to the need to provide housing for average workers who will be empJoyed In the 
Plnelands. it is apparent that a number of Pinelands policies Omit development potential to 
such an extent that many areas of the Plnelands may become a reserve for the eltte. 
While we betieve that this Is contrary to the goaJs of the CM?, It t!" cJearfy a result of the 
details of the eMF and Its implementations. The Issue should be reviewed in detail. 

expIration of Wa.vers and Pncr Approvals 
As ot January 14, 1991, Plnelands watvers prevIously approved under the orior municipal 
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development approval standard and approvafs issued by the Pine/ands Development Review 
Soard and by the Commission under the Interim Rules and Regulatfons expired unless all 
munlcfpat development approvals were in place. Rules provide that there can be no 
8X&msions of those approvals or pennits. . It Is the suggestfon of the NJ8A that the 
eccnomic impact of this decision be fully evaluated. 

Given these provisions, a number of devefcpers have been unable to acquire financing and 
perfc:mnanca guarantees to construct fully approved developments. If these approvals and 
waivers expire, these sites will lose value. This will have to be then reflected In reduced. 
property assessments and decUning property tax revenue for these sites. This lost tax 
revenue will have to be made up by other property owners. In addition, If developers are 
unable to complete development of the site, It Is likely that the property will be acquired by 
the financing institution through default on outstanding loan obHgaHons. These properties 
win then become non-performing assets of the financing institution. Development 
companies. financial InstJtutfons and locaJ govemments wiU all be adversely impacted. What 
Is to become of the vacant lots and future. unfinished sections? After having forced the 
developers and banks to absorb high losses, will the Plnelands Commission consider future 
waiver requests for these sites acquired by others at bargain prices 7 .. 

In ,dditfon, the proposed economic analysis should evaluate economic impacts on partially 
completed developments. If approvaJs expire on a development which is partially built out, 
such a development generally has an unfinished appearance which Is reflected In reduced 
value. Vacant lots become neighborhood problems. When the development is to be built 
in sections. through streets may end in stubs to future sections. Such conditions adversely 
affect property values of the previously developed lots. . 

It Is the opinion of the NJ8A that the considerable economic Impacts of the expiration 
previsions be· thoroughly evaluated. 

PeRMITTlNG 
The F1neJands Commission Is misusing the Certfflcate of FiUng as an independent approvals 
process. The use of the Certificate 01 Filing extends far beyond the exercise of oversight of 

. state, county and municipal permitting decisions. When municipalities and counties are In 
compHance with the Comprehensive Management Plan, development applications should be 
processed through the munfcfpallUes In the manner contemplated when the CM? regulation~ 
were written. The Plnelands Certificate of Filing process should be offered as a pre­
application option available to the applicant 

When an application is filed with a municipality, a copy of the application should be filed 
with the Pineiands Commission along with a noties of any public hearing. The Pine lands 
Commission should then have· the opportunity to file written comments with the municipality 
for munlcfpaJ consideration· in review at the application. In additio~ the Plnelands staff 
should take the opportunity to attend and offer comments at any public hearings on the 
application. If a municipality or cuunty makes a decision on an application that Is 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Management Plan, the Pinelends Commission has the 
authority to cafl up the application .for review. This is sufficient review power .. 

The Plnelands Commission should not review each application for !ssuanca of a buildlng 
perm~t in developments which have been subject to subdivision andlor site plan review. 
"Mol ..... -- _ .. ___ l_ -, ..... n'Ol""".,..,..,."', ... "..1 ro..1, ,nri..:!n+ ren, II~tinn whir.h i~ Inr.1'~:::\~inQ thA CO~ ('li 
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housing and development. This building permit review shoufd be nmlted for use on 
scattered lots which have not been subject to planning board or zoning board review and 
Plnetands oversight. 

The Finelands Commissicn should discontinue its review. of county planning board and 
cQunty $:liJ. conservation district applIcations which are also the subject of local planning 
board and zoning board review. These continuous Pinelands Commission reviews of the 
same application are unnecessary and costly. 

The Pinelands Commission should dlscontfnue Its requirements for municipal Issuance of a 
Certificate ot Appropriateness under the cultural resource requirements. The process has 
proven to be contusing to the municipaJlty and unnecessary. 

In reviewing' local approvals of development appUcations, the Plnelands should provide for 
an Intermediate step tor the correction of minor violations rather then the formal call up and 
hearing process. Often the problems are of a very minor nature such as specifying the 
incorrect species on a landscaping plan. The appJlcant and affected parties should be 
given 'notice of the discrepancy and provided the opportunity to correct the problem betere a 
fuji call up notice Is Issued. 

GROWTH DEMANDS AND POUCJES 
When the carrying capacity analysis of the Pinelands was completed, It Included those 
developments which had been approved under the early waivers, exemptions and approvals 
Issued by the PIne lands Development Review 80ard and under the Interim Aules and 
Regulations. The density of many of these developments was subsequently reduced and 
many units were never built. There should be an analysts of the number ot dwelJjng units 
actually built In each designated area. The current development potentfaJ of each area 
should be determined and compared to the projections which were prepared when the CMP 
was adopted. Some growth areas have experienced significant down zoning where certain 
land areas have been removed from density caJculaitons afthough these areas were initially 
included in the development potentials of the area. It appears that growth areas have been 
developing significantly below design potsnUal. To accommodate the required amount of 
growth, It may be necessary to increase densities In developable portfons of the regional 
growth area increase the size of some regio'nal growth areas and increase development 
potential of rural development areas. Increased densities of regional growth areas may lead 
to more efficient provision ot infrastructure. It is clearly inefficient and a waste ot sewer 
planning areas to construct sewer infrastructure at some of the very low densities 
established for some regional growth areas. . 

It is important that. the r'8gionaJ growth areas accommodate their fair share of growth. This 
is an implicit reqUirement ot any regional plan that seeks to set aside large land areas In 
preserved and protected status. The growth areas must be able to accommodate small lot 
single family detached development at affordable pr1ces. This housing style Is the clear 
ma~et preference today. FaHure to accommodate the market demands and needs brings 
us onca again to the point ot discussion where the Pinelands can only accommodate 
excrusive houslng, thus becoming a reserve tor the aUte. . 

The Pinelands Development Credit (FDC) program Is not wori<Jng. The PDC program Is not 
a vtable program to increase denslttes In the growth area. The bonus density received 
when using poes Is far too low to ad as an Incsntlve to purchase PDCs. Further the 
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allocaUon of POCs to sandIng sites has been so restrictive that there has been no financial 
Incentive to landowners to sen their rights and permanently restrict the use of their land. In 
addition, most housing In the Plnelands cannot absorb Increased costs of poes at a dollar 
vatue needed to sustain such a program. While the transfer of development rights is an 
Interesting theory, it does not work in practice and is only effective when mandated by the 
CMP. The POC program should not be relied upon in the eM? as a cornerstone of Its 
growth policy. 

It is our understanding that these topics will be reviewed by technical committees 
established to assist the Plnelands Commission and staff In the review of these topics. We 
at NJ8A hope that you will give full consideration to the comments offered for your 
consideration. We hope that you will accept them In the cooperative spirit in which they. are 
presented. We at NJ8A take our role as the market provider of housing in environmentally 
sensitive communities most seriously. To adequately house our citizens In environmentally 
sensitive communities which are affordable to the residents of New Jersey, changes In 
Pinelan~ procedure and policy are-warranted. 

We leok forward to working with you as the review of the CMP continues. Pfease d}rect 
any questions on these comments to Joanne Harkins, NJ9A· Oirector of Land Use and 
Plannjng. . 

l 1 
--.......sIncerely, 

ROb~ ~n --
President 



CITY OF ESTELL MANOR 
OFFICE OF: 

'PLANNING BOARD 
P.O. BOX 102 

ESTELL MANOR~ NJ 08319 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 102 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Att: Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

April 1~1992 

Enclosed please find our response to your letter dated 
February 28, 1992 regarding ~ey topics for .Pinelands Commission 
review. 

Topic One: We' have no problem with solid waste. 

Topic Two: Resource Based Industries: The problem is that they 
cannot be the only industries in the municipality. 

Topic Three: Economic Impacts: The economic impact is very 
severe. The Pinelands is n.ot taking into consideration the 
economic impact on the municipality that they are regulating. The 
Pinelands regulations are making it difficult to collect the 
school taxes, which our constitution requires to be imposed, in 
order to meet the constitutional needs of a thorough and 
efficient education. The Pinelands Commission must recognize 
that the 'mu~icipalities have other concerns beyond those within 
the egos of the Pinelands, such as the financing of public 
schools~ the financing of other municipal improvements~ the 
provision for health and safety of the reSidents, and without a 
proper tax base, no municipality can operate the way we are 
expected to operate under Pinelands regulations. 

TopiC Four: Pinelands Permitting: We feel that the Pinelands is 
operated too strictly, that they follow some untried textbook 
theories, which we simply do not feel are working in practice. 

Topic Five: Growth Demands and Policies: This is best left to 
the municipality and not to the Pinelands Commission~ 

particularly in a municipality such as Estell Manor~where the 
philosophy fo~ limited but orderly growth, whic~ is consistent 
with the overall philosophy of the Pinelands. The problem is we 
feel the local officials are far better able to determine the 
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specific needs _ of the community and the specifi~ details as to 
new the ~ommunity should be regulated better than the Pinelands 
Commission , whic~ does not consist 01 any local residents in the 
~asa of Estell Manor~ which is geographi~ally removed a distan~e 
of approximately fifty miles. 

11 you should have- any questions regarding the above comments, 
plaasa do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, I-? t.J 
~~/g~ 

Renee S. McGarry 
Secretary 
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Pinefands 
Preservation Alliance 120-348 WPIit8sbog Road • Stowns Mills. NJ 08015 • (609) 893-4747 

Mr. Terrence Moore 
The Pinelands Commission 
P. O.Box 7 
New LisbonNJ, 08064 

Dear l'Ar. Moore; 

April 17 J 1992 

In response to your letter of February 28, I have enclosed recommen­
dations on approaches to five of the key topics the Pine lands Corrnnis­
sion has selected for review. 

Earlier this mon~ fifteen members of the Pinelands Preservation 
Alliance's Plan Review Committee spent a day reviewing these five 
topics. Individuals who attended the meeting spent the intervening time 
~g recommendations for the expert panels tp consider. . 

The results are enclosed. The subjects and the authors are: 
Topic 1 Solid Waste· _ . Dr. Gerard Vriens 
Topic 2 Forestry Dr. Emile De Vito 
Topic 2 Resource Extraction William Smith 
Topic 3 Economic Impact Sally Price 
Topic 5 Growth Demands WilliamNeil 

The pressure of the short time available and other commitments 
means that the submissions on the last two topics will be band carried 
to you next week. Those subjects and the authors are: 

Topic 2 Agriculture Michele Byers 
Topic 4 Permitting Janet Larson 

As the full PPA committee reviews the attachments and has further 
suggestions, they will be submitted. to you or the expert panels. 

The PPA appreciates tills opportunity to submit recommendations to 
you and the expert panels and looks forward to the meetings of the pan­
els. 

Atk~-
Don Kn-chhoffex/ r . 
Coordinator, 
PPA Plan Review Committee 
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NEW JERSEY 
, AUDLJBON 

SOCJETY 

April 14, 1991 

PINELANDS PR~VA':!~'" ~f))ANCS 
120-348 WHlTESBr:'~ ~,_. '.~ 

BROWNS MIll.S, NE',V J.: ... h.; .: .iH~ 

NEW JERSEY AUDUBON SOCIETY REFLECTIONS UPON PINELANDS CROWTH 
DEMANDS AND POLICIES, TOFIC FIVE FOR THE PPA PLAN REVxEW 
COMMITTEE. WITH ADDITIONAL THOUCHTS DRAWN FROM THE "COMPREHENSIVE 
MANACEMENT PLAN: THE SECOND PROCRESS REPORT ON PLAN 
IMPLEMENTATION. 

NJAS does not have an easy ans~er to the quest~on: are the 
densities allocated to the Regional Crogth Area eleven years ago 
appropriate today? Here's ghy. and ghat needs to be done to 
ans~er the question in the future. 

There are really tgO biggrogth questions looming over the 
Commission's, future actions, and~he fate of 'the natural 
resources it is charged to protect, by lag. The first is: should 
the existing P1nelands Togns and Regional Crogth Areas be alloged 
to grog geographically - that is, horizontally, gith the clear 
implication that they gill impinge upon, gith varying degrees of 
ecological impact, Forest Areas. This is apparently a preSSing 
problem in the Elgood corridor area. We are concerned also that 
there are other site specific Forest Areas that have a species 
richness and diversity approaching that or exceeding some areas 
in the Preservation District that the Commission staff has' not 
protected in some of their forestry approvals and perhaps, 
incremental municipal boundary trade-offs. We think Emile DeVito 
of the Conservation Foundation can pinpoint the areas for you. ' 

Our ansger to this first question is therefore, no out~ard 
extension of existing grogth management boundaries be allo~ed. 
We are familiar ~ith a number of fine resources on the history of 
the Pinelands Commission and individuals gith direct ongoing 
involvement. We have not heard the case yet made that the 
original grogth boundaries ~ere delineated gith a specific future 
year target date in mind - or even a specific population, 
although ~e gould hope that federal and state infrastructure 
planning ~ould require it. It is our sense from the Second 
Progress Report that most municipali~ies are not near build out 
at the densities set by the Comprehensive Management Plan, and 
have not, in most cases, begun using their already set-aside 
reserve areas. It has been suggested by one respected and 
kno~ledgeable Pineland observer that the Commission needs to link 
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any future boundary adjustments to a prior fulfillment of current 
aensities and specified locations for the receiving zones of the 
PDC program. The Commission staff needs to be more open about 
discussing these issues of gro~th. population and boundaries for 
the year 2050. 

The second big question about gro~th and boundaries follo~s 
logically from the discussion and recommendations flo~ing from 
~. ans~er of the first. Since ~e don't hear a case for gro~ing 
out~ard. nor think it ~ise from the resource protection point of 
vieg, grogth that is currently allocated or that ~ill be 
allocated in the future is going to happen ~ithin the existing 
specified gro~th areas. The question is then: ghat are the 
existing environmental impacts based on the grogth patterns 
already set in motion. and ho~ do ge cope ~ith the implied 
direction of even greater future densities ~ithin the existing 
boundaries? 

Here ge must sound a critical note on the Second Progress 
Report. At t~o pOints, pages, VI-3 and VI-7, mention is made of 
gater quality related studies. One has been completed, the other 
reference is a game plan for study.· But ~e can't find any 
mention of existing trend direCtiQns. ~here's the beef? 

-
Table 6.1, Long Term Research Recommendations, asks a lot of 

the right questions. we recommend that some of the specific 
studies be directed to the habitat effects of full build out 
denSities ~ithin the allotted gro~th areas, especially upon 
aquatic and ~etland communities. ~e assume that the Commission 
staff hav~ gritten off ~orrying about fragmentation effects upon 
species ~itbin the gro~th areas. (Fragmentation effects should 
be a clear gorry and lead to a study based upon the large . 
potential for such an effect stemming from grandfathering and 
hardship exemptions, especially ~ithin the most sensitive 
Preservation Area District). Assuming ~e are going more densely 
githin gro~th boundaries, ~e need the nutrient loading studies 
upon the carrying ~ate~ays and to ask ghere they lead and ghere 
they ~ill deposit their nutrient load. Since ge have recommended 
going more dense ~ithin existing boundaries rather than spatially 
out~ard - is tertiary segage treatment going to be the gay to 
gro~ and reduce impacts t~enty years dogn the road? We think 
there may be reasonably close and relevant technical gork done 
for the National.Park Service and the Dela~are River Basin 
Commission in their struggle to come up gith a protective land 
use-~ater quality impact proposal to protect the Upper Dela~are 
River that may be of some help to the Commission, even if it is 
Just on th~ modeling level. 

We think the Commission needs to link the basic scientific 
research needed to ansyer these questions to the continued 
1ustification of its policies and regulations. As ~e can see by 
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the Resolution of the Atlantic County Mayor·s Association of 
January 30, 1992, some elected'officials see only the 
restrictions the Commission has placed upon them and have lost 
sight of the reasons for the regulations: to protect the 
resources. Kno~ing .that some officials ~ill never accept any 
form of transmunicipal environmental regulation should be a spur 
to link research to protection goals, existing regulations, and 
the likely angle of attack from opponents. We think that the 
place to look for pollutant impacts from greater building 
dens~ties -nonpoint sources as ~ell as municipal se~erage point 
discharges - is upon the egg and larvae stages of development, 
and not upon adults. Improper pH need not happen constantly over 
the discharge year to ~ipe out future populations: just at 
certain cycles, especially in the spring. Although NJAS's 
principal focus has been development impacts upon bird habitats, 
especially fragmentation effects upon the nesting needs for 
neotropical migrants for large contiguous forest tracts of 450 
acres on up - f,le also: have taken note of the disappearance of 
reptiles and amphibians mentioned in the first chapter of John 
Terborgh' s Where Ha'ye All the Birds Cone? It ~asn' ~ just the 
neotropical migrants ~hich had disappeared from h~sboyhood 
Arlington, Virginia haunts. Loss of ~intering habitats in 

r- Central and South America can' to be blamed for the reptile and 
amp~ibian declines he noted upon returning thirty years later. 
These creatures don't, migrate over long distances. Research is 
needed,to refine the' reasons for decline, ~ith the-tf,lo chief 
culprits being physical fragmentation of habitat and declines in 
~ater quality. 

But there is a broader context to the issues f,le have been 
dealing f,lith under Topic Five. It involves politics and 
philosophy and the Commission's strategy of laying lo~ on the 
points of conflict. That is certainly one plausible approach, 
but it does not seem to have placated the mayors of Atlantic 
County, farm interests or the building community. Nof,l they have 
a rising national tide of attacks on environmental regulations, 
specifically focused on land-use issues, to latch on to! 
~etlands, zoning, the takings question. Despite a recent 
unanimous Ne~ Jersey Supreme Court decision that bucks these 
trends, the public background against f,lhich the Commission must 
argue its case for maintaining or strengthening its regulations 
is getting f,lorse, not better, and f,lill soon be having an effect' 
upon court attitudes. Freedom for entrepreneurial activity from 
government regul~tion is being held up 'as the dominant national 
ideal. Ho~ poorly that freedom has been exercised in regards to 
habitat protection is not much discussed in the current mood. 
The Pinelands Commission has pioneered in techniques to protect 
habitat but that run strongly against the type of ~ure economic 
freedom no~ being touted. Its research must be directed to 
ans~ering the questions most related to the likely attacks upon 
its regulations. We think these ~ould be prudent areas for 
research even in a different political climate. No~ they may 
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become a matter of institutional 11£e or death. We also think 
the Commission needs .to ask itself ~hether its self-effacing 
style, 'doun-play~ng of key and controversial issues is generating 
the level of interest and support that it ~ill need to survive 
the coming political onslaught. Sure, the loy-key approach 
reduces conflict and makes day-to-day interaction ~ith the 
municipalities easier. And that day-to-day attitude shouldn't 
change. It's the best ~ay to relate to people, regardless of the 
political ~inds. But if it is carried over to the yay the ~hole 
P1nelands movement relates to the press and a broader potential 
aud1ence, the very uniqueness of its tools, goals and 
accomplishments may be obscured from potential allies. There is 
a respons~ble yay to galvanize around tough issues, by clearly 
stat1ng ~hy laissez-faire in land-use gon't gork in protecting 
our Pinelands resources and sho~ing here's the scientific 
research' on the trends and tne basis for our regulations. 
Perhaps the Commission Staff itself can't take this approach. 
~ut by clarify~ng rath~r than denying or "planing doun'· the very 
real conflicts betueen regulation and protection goals and the 
desire for pure freedom for economic actors, the PPA may be doing 
ourselves and the Commission a public serv1ce. A very useful gay 
to do this is to move the burden to those insisting on fe~er 
regulations by asking. exactly ~hat it is they intend to do gith 
this greater freedom - and its habitat implications. Has their 
model of economic .. behavior saved any sign~ficant patch of 
resources in our fully developed counties, such as Mercer, 
Middlesex, Bergen? If these old '·models'· saved so little ghen 
the nation and state ~ere more affluent, ghy should anyone have 
confidence that they could do the large-scale job in the 
Pine lands today, 1n ~orse financial times? 

Regards,. • ~ ~ La ''/ 
U .. MA..v r-. AI'~ 

fiilliam R. Neil 
Assistant Director 
of Conservation 
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State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Sco~ A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

WaterJ~lY Element 
Trenton. N] 08625-0029 

Tel. t 609-292· 7219 
Fax. t 609-292·1654 

Terrence D. Moore, Executive 
Pinelands Commission 

Director 

P.o. Box 7 
N~w Lisbon, N.J. 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

MAR 7R92 

We are pleased to see that the Pinelands Commission is 
conductinq a reanalysis of the growth demands and policies 
contained within the Pinelands Plan (Topic 5). A critical 
issue with reqard to Reqional Growth Districts is the 
provision of secure water supplies to consumers. We believe 
stronqly that the Pinelands Commission cannot properly 
assess the impacts of its growth policies'unless the water 
supply i~sue is addressed. 

Specif ically , the Commission should compare existinq water 
supplies (in terms of infrastructure' and base sources) 
aqainst the projected water demands. The Commission should 
also determine where (in terms of base source) the wa ter 
should come from to supply the projected deficits. This 
analysis must consider the implications of water withdrawals 
from the Pinelands area, reqardinq current or proposed 
Pinelands Commission standards. In short, you should 
determine whether the Commission's policies will allow the 
withdrawal of sufficient water to satisfy dem~r.ds f~cm 
consumers in the Reqional Growth Districts. 

Please feel free to call upon us for information we have 
that may aid in your analysis. We look forward to the 
results. They will help us make water allocation decisions 
within the context of the Pinelands Plan. 

File: 

Sincerely, 

Steve Nieswand, P.E. 
Administrator 
Water Supply Element 

Pinelands Commission CMP 



Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

State oCNew Jersey 
Department oCEnvironmental Protection and Energy 

Municipal Wastewater Assistance 
CN029 

Trenton, NJ 08625-0029 
Tel. # 609-292-8961 
Fax. # 609-633-8165 Nicholas G. Binder, P.E, P.P. 

Administrator 

MEMORANDUM 
APR 09 i9~ 

TO: Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director 
Pinelands Commission~ __ 

.,.J<:: 
FROM: Nicholas G. Binder, P.E., P.P., Adm~n~strator 

Municipal Wastewater Assistance 

SUBJECT: Key Topics for Pinelands Commission Review 

In accordance with your request, we have reviewed the five key 
topics selected for focus in the latest review of the Pinelands. 
Comprehensive M~ster Plan. Our only suggestion for an approach to 
the desir~d study deals with Topic 5: Growth Demands and Poli-

·cies, in which the stated intent is to re-examine growth demands 
and growth allocation. Because this topic deals with the factor 
so intrinsic to the premise of establishing the Pinelands, it is 
important that it not be viewed in isolation. In the course of 
exploring this topic it is suggested that a comprehensive evalu­
ation be conducted of the impacts of current growth allocation 
policies compared with alternative growth allocation plans that 
may be devised. 

It is also suggested that this analysis should take a National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)-like Environmental Impact 
Statement approach (as with the original establishment of the 
Pinelands National Reserve) in which affected parties/agencies are 
identified and assembled to formulate and set forth issues and the 
means to address them. It will be important to weigh and optimize 
the need to maintain a desirable quality of life for those areas 
targeted as growth areas with the need to preserve essential 
resources within the Pinelands. 

It would be useful to explore establishing an environmental 
holding capacity, similar to build-out analyses done for Regional 
Growth Areas, for the overall Pinelands considering constraints 
imposed by: 

1) land: reaffirm or establish resources to be protected and/or 
conserved; 

New Jcr.;cy is an I'qual OpponunilY r.mrl~c:r 

Rc~lccJ Paper 



2t water supply: establish acceptable safe yields respecting 
stream base flowS1 and 

3) air quality: coordinate with State Implementation Plan 
policies. 

Related parameters to consider might include transportation and 
other social infrastructure issues. 

~nk you for the opportunity to provide comments on this effort. 
Barbara Hirst, Section Chief, Technical Services Section, is 
available for further discussion of this approach at (609) 
633-1170. 

BH:rrd 

c: Steve Nieswand, Administrator, WSE 
Bill O'Sullivan, Administrator, AQ 
Bob Tudor, Administrator, LUR 
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~t(ltt of NrUJ 31rr5ty 
OEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

THOMAS III. OOWNS 

.COMMISSIONER 

Hr. Terrence D. Moore 
Ezecutive Director" 
~e Pinelands eom.issiOD 
P.O. Box 7 
Hew Lisbon, HJ 08064 

toas PARICW",Y ",VIENUIE 
CN 800 

T'U!HTON, NIEW JERSEY 081525 

April 16, 1992 

Attention: Mr. r.ar;y Liqqett 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

IN RI!PI.Y pl.EASe J'!EFeR TO 

ltey TopiCS for 
Pinelands Commission 
Review 

~ is in response to yoar memorandum of February 28, 1992 which requested 
asa1stance on the most appropriate approaches in pursuing the key topics of 
ceDcern in the Pinelands Area. The Hew Jersey Department of Transportation has 
ideas on topics in the following areas: 

Solid-Waste 

The Department is interested in participating in efforts to study the 
application of COlllposted sewage sludge for highway landscaping as a 
wone time w soil additive to help establish roadside turf. Normal DOT 
specifications call for 2.75' organic material content for seeded 
areas. Since this inexpensive material is readily available, we would 
like to arrive at an agreement on the use & level of application of 
this material. 

Also, polic1es and reqUlations should be changed to allow so1l-reuse 
in the Pinelands when it can be proven safe and inexpensive. 

A mechanism to initiate these changes is the proposed MemorandlJlll of 
Agreement between the Department of Environmental Protection and 

,Energy and the Pinelands Commission. DOT would be amenable to being 
deSignated an Winterested third party- in the negotiations. DOT has 
experienced staff which deals with soil reuse and recycling on a 
reqUlar basis. 

P1nelands Perm1tting 

DOT recommends that duplicative reviews between the Pinelands 
CommiSSion and NJDEPE b~ reduced as much as poss1ble especially 1n the 
overlap area of the Pinelands Preservation Area and the CAPRA Zone. 
Standard procedures should be developed to determine wh1ch agency 
taJces the lead and what specifications must be followed. Conflicting 
statements sometimes occur at pre-application meetings for such 
projects. 

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Employer' 



Mr. 'rerrenC8 D. Meore 
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Page 2 

Growth Demands and Policies 

NJDOT's Bureau of Statewide Planning would like to become involved in 
the review procesa for proposed changes to Growth PoliCies and 
designation of the Management Areas of the Pinelands. Also, it would 
benefit the Commission if it attended the annual local outreach 
meetings that DOT conducts to receive feedback on DOT's priority 
projects. DO'!" lIlay have existing planning data which lIlay be very 
useful in allocating Regional Growth Areas within the Pinelands. 

In addi tion, Policy and Planning serves as the lead unit for 
development of the Transportation Control Measure (TCH) component of 
the State Implementation Plan for air quality in accordance with the 
1990' Cl.ean Air Act Amendments. Air quality issues should receive 
consideration in re-evaluation of growth demands in the Pinelands. It 
should also be noted that the Pinelands Commission officially 
partiCipates in the Statewide Transportation Air Quality Planning 
Organization under the State Certified Organization, the policy level 
body for State Implementation Plan development. 

Thank you for allowing DO'!" to comment on these topics, and please contact 
Andras Peket;e at (609)539-2824 for further clarification of DOT's position on 
these topics. 

BJB:slz 

Very truly yours, 

r~-J:i£( 
PO. Howard Zahn 

Director 
Division of Project Development 
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RICHARD E. SQUIRES 
COUNTY execuTIVE 

Terrence Moore 
Pinelands Commission 
P.o. Box 7 

rllfY3~~~, 
ATLANTIC COUNTY 

DEPARTMENT OF REGIONAL PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT 
1333 ATLANTIC AVENUE 

ATLANTIC CITY. NJ. 08401 
(609) 345-6700 
(FAX: 343-2202) 

(TTY: 348-5551) 

April 27, 1992 

New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

Dear Mr~ Moore: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the five topics 
selected by the Commission for the forthcoming review of the 
Comprehensive Management Plan. Th~ inclusion of economic impacts 
and permitting policies is especially warranted', as we deal 
directly with the public on these issues and have encountered their 
Pinelands-related concern. Solid waste disposal, resource based 
industries (particularly agriculture) and growth policies are also 
directly controlled by the Plan and deserve review. 

An underlying theme connecting these issues is the apparent 
inequity in distributing the costs and benefits for accomplishing 
the Pinalands mission. Specifically, the protection of the 
Pinelands, a reorganized state resource, is primarily the burden 
of individual property owners, yet all of New Jersey benefits from 
its protection. 

A current planning endeavor, the State Development and 
Redevelopment Plan, has included an impact assessment study which 
quantified among other things the State Plan's economic impact on 
'the farm community. The Atlantic County Planning Advisory Board 
recommends that the Commission conduct a similar study on the 
economic impacts of the Pinelands Comprehensive Master Plan, 
followed up 'by programs to address those impacts. 

The Board would also like to bring your attention to an issue 
relating to growth allocation that may seriously affect the orderly 
development of the County's Regional Growth Area. The history of 
the Hamilton Walk development illustrates the need for sensitivity 
to local conditions when administering regional growth controls. 

Several areas in Galloway and Hamilton Townships were (and are) 
zoned at ~_nappropriately high densities given the prospects for 
serious airport noise impacts. The Commission should recognize 

-',7.,;1------------------------------------------
,k)i4i 
'..:'1f~ ;:.p,r"Tr:c c~~ RECiCLEO PAPER. 

DMSIONOF 
PlANNING 

DMSIONOF 
ECONOMIC DMLOPMENT 

DMSION OF OFRCE OF HUMAN SER"'CES 
ENGINEERING CULTURAl & HERITAGE AFfAIRS PLAN"I:NG 



issues not related to water quality on the preservation of regional 
growth allocations, but which seriously affect the quality of life 
of our residents. 

The Board looks forward to following the progress of your plan 
review and providing future input. 

Re~~ectfullx ' l;lr, .~, 
I I ,/' I i£ LQ)~ I,' 

/Geor~c. Englis , Chairman 
Atlan~ c count Planning 
Advisory Board 



A~~IC CI~Y AIRPOR~ - Due to established zoning and developme~t, 

Airport expansion must be reviewed and planned with reference as to 

how it impacts existing developed areas, zoning changes that may be 

necessary, and quality.of life. runway directions and locations, 

hours of operation, aircraft type and ultimate size (enplanements 

& deplanements). If we are looking to the future for this entire 

area we should know to what extent this facility should grow and if 

necessary limit this growth. (C.L.U.Z. - Compatible Land Use Zone) 

~BB COAS~AL AL~BRHA~IVB - Transporting our sewerage to the A.C.U.A 

treatment facility and discharging into the Atlantic, how might 

this ultimately effect our aquifer and the increased chances of 

salt water intrusion. 

DBRSI~Y CALCULA~IORS The original projections of growth 

predicated on casino pressures, associated development and normal 

demands must be reviewed and adjusted to more accu~ately reflect 

actual growth trends. 

CAPABILI~Y OF HBB~IRG DBRSI~IBS - Market demands are changing 

trends more to single family as opposed to multi-family. Due to 

these changes, how will single family lot·sizes be able to meet 

maximum densities and if this trend lasts how will the unmet 

density numbers be adjusted or accomplished. 

Specific land parcels are not always able to carry the maximum 

densities due to environmental constraints, retention/detention 

areas, roads, open space, etc. Where are the densities adjustments 

made or are they reallocated elsewhere. 

PIRBLANDS DEVELOPHBR~ CREDI~S - The present price of developments 

credits may in fact be limiting their use, as developers may find 

it financially inefficient to build out a~ the higher densities and 

stay with their by-right numbers. Also, the use of residential 

land for co~ercial purposes and the mandate by Pinelands to 

purchase PDC will negatively impact municipalities ratable bases by 

discouraging commercial growth. 



INFRASTRUC~RE - Municipalities must provide much of the necessary 

infrastructure for the demands made on them by growth. The major 

capital projects and associated expenses are breaking the backs of 

municipalities. Increases in personnel and the associated 

benefits, public works equipment, trash collection and tipping 

fees, additional police and equipment, fire and rescue apparatus, 

new or expanded buildings and renovations, road maintenance, 

increased professional fees, and the like. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT STATEMENTS AND IMPACT FEES - The Planning Board 

is ham strung by the lack of ability to fairly assess impact fees 

for new developments. F.I.S's can be and many times are required, 

but even a negative one can not be used as a reason to deny an 

application. We understand that these costs do increase sale 

prices, but understand the alternative is much higher property 

taxes and a possibility that the municipality will not be able to 

provide the necessary items due to C.A.P., Bonding issues, etc. 

SCHOOLS - Growth has a major impact on our school systems and new 

construction and renovation have increased taxes at an unbelievable 

rate. New growth, on paper, also increases the value of a 

municipality which effects school aid and distribution figures, 

which also costs taxpayers. 

HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATIONS Initial financial projections show 

positive ratable and all services self-contained. Changing laws, 

sentiments and failing associations or developments cause much 

unanticipated costs for the municipality. Sometimes the socio­

economic differences between the existing single family population 

and the newly injected multi-family developments cause political 

(small "p") consternation. 

RETENTION/DETENTION AREAS - Maintenance or lack of is a problem. 

Eventual unsightliness and an attractive nuisance for children -

fence or no fence, a real insurance issue. These areas also Qre 

slowly lost as development starts to landscape and fill them. 



Residents see no useful purpose and unknowingly eliminate them,. 

Are deed restrictions necessary? Who enforces? Who maintains? 

CAP RES~RIC~IONS - Spending limitations imposed by the state t? 

protect taxpayers from runaway property taxes has not taken into 

affect the ne~d for growth areas to do just that, grow. Of course, 

even with CAP relief the municipality must have the financial 

where-with-all or borrowing capacity to accomplish the growth 

needs. 



_ Mayor 
JQHN J. PERCY, III, CTA, CMFO 

, PHONE:~ 

Deputy Mayor 
CHARLES PRITCHARD 

PHONE: 625-9212 

Township Committee Members 
LORRAINE GRANESE 

PHONE: 625-0807 

FRANK GRIECO, SR. 
PHONE: 82~524 

BRUCE STRIGH 
PHONE:825-0060 

July 2, 1992 

(!tuuntu of Atlantir 

21 C!tantillon 11luultuaro. 1B.oom 104 
.1lJlaus 1JJanoing. New 3JerstU 08330 

The Pinelands Commission 
Mr. Terrence Moore, Executive Director 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Re: Pinelands Master Plan Review 

Dear Terry, 

Township Clerk 
JOAN1.ANDERSON,RMC 

PHONE: 825-1511 

Township Administrator 
RAYMOND A. TOWNSEND 

PHONE: 825-4782 

Township Solicitor 
ROBERT SANDMAN, ESQ. 

PHONE: 344-5161 

Township Engineers 
JOHN R. WALKER 

JAMES N. HOLMES 

I have enclosed an original and several copies of a report written 
by our Municipal Engineer, James Holmes, in reference to municipal 
road projects within the Pinelands. 

Please accept this' as additional input for your review process. 

If the Commission, you or your staff, have any specific questions, 
please feel free to contact Mr. Holmes (609-399-1927) or myself. 

Sincerely, 

'I}' a,~ Ra~ownsend 
Township Administrator 

RATmal 

enc. 

Ii em 3J ers etl's imrgest .t1Jiluniripalittl 
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PREPARED BY 
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N.J. License No. 24,823 
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PROPOSED PINELANDS CMP REVISIONS 

I INTRODUCTION 

The Township of Damiiton was one of the first munici­

palities in the Pinelands National Reserve to begin the Pine­

lands Certjfjcation process of the Township Developmental 

Ordinance. After Certification th& Township has' d~veloped 

a history of full cooperation with the Pinelands Commission 

in implementation and enforcement of the Pinelands Comprehen­

sive Management Plan. 

As an example of close cooperation, Township Planning 

Officials have .met on a monthly basis with appljcants and 

developers for the past ten years. These meetings, in many 

instances, are held with applicants prior to a formal applica­

tion being submitted to the Pinelands Commission or the 

Township Planning Board. In addition to Township Planning 

Officials, for a number of years a representative of the Pine­

lands Commission staff has also attended the meetings. 

Thjs cooperative effort has resulted in reduced 

development review costs for applicants. As two review agencies 

are involved, a clear understanding of requirements on the 

part of the applicant in certain matters of concern to both 

the Pinelands Commission and the Township, and a shortened 

length of the review process for applicants has resulted. 

In the design of storm water management systems, a 

critical element is the depth to seasonal high groundwater. 

The Township Engineer's Office and the Pine lands staff have 

shared t111s responsibility of witnessing borings to verify 
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this data, based on work load and availibility of the Pinelands 

Commission staff. 

The Township Engineer's Office has also cooperated 

closely with the Cape-Atlantic Soil Conservation District during 

the construction of development projects, to insure soil erosion 

measures are followed. The Townshlp Engineer has given stand­

ing orders to his Inspection staff to notify him, or the Cape­

Atlantic Soil Conservation District, in the event soil erosion 

procedures are not followed. In essence,this procedure also 

aids in the Pine lands Certification process, as the Soil Erosion 

and Sedimentation Plans a~e an important element of the Pine lands 

review and approval. 

Through ~he Pl~nning Board Planner's Office, strict 

compliance with the Pinelands approved landscaping plan is 

required prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 

by the Township Construction Code Official. Approval and sign 

off is also required by the Township Engineer for the Storm 

Water Management Plan, and any other aspects of the Pinelands 

approved and certified plans. 

The Planning and Zoning Office, through the diligent 

work of the Planning Board Administrator, also has a history 

of compliance with, and enforcement of, all aspects of the 

Pine lands Comprehensive Management Plan. 

The above examples demon~trate the Township of Hamilton 

has a history of cooperation wi:h, and above all, enforcement 

of the goals of the Pine lands Commission. 
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The Pine lands Commission is presently reviewing the 

Comprehensive Management Plan (eMP), and soliciting recommen­

dations from the public, government officials, and organizations 

during the review process. The Township, based on its excellent 

hist6ry of cooperation and "enforcement of Pinelands goals and 

aims, respectfully submits these recommendations for consideration 

by the Pinelands Commission. 

Of the si.x topics chosen by the Commission for review of 

the CMP, this report will primarily focus on the following topics 

as they relate to and impact upon reconstruct jon and maintenance 

of Township Roads. 

1) Growth Demands and Policies 

2) Economic Impacts 

3) Storm Water Management 

Although this report is based on Hamilton Township's 

experience, other Pinelands area municipal engineers have indi­

cated concurrence with the opinions formulated herein. 

II GROWTH DEMANDS & POLICIES 

Due to the Pinelands mandated growth within the Townshjp, 

the populatjon has rapidly expanded within the past ten years. 

This growth has placed an economjc burden on ~he Townshjp jn 

the form of expanded services and new facilities. The Township 

presently majntains over 400 mjles of improved municipal roads. 

In the context of this report, "improved" means gravel, bitum­

inous surface treatment, or asphalt roads. 
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In order to simply maintain or widen and improve Township 

roads to meet ever increasing traffic demands due to growth, 

the Township has budgeted $500,000.00 per year for the past six 

years. Even this yearly expenditure has not kept up with the 

maintenance requirements. Clearly. every dollar spent must be 

devoted to the primary purpose of road maintenance and improve­

ment to meet the ever expanding growth demands on the existing 

roadway infrastructure. 

III ECONOMIC IMPACTS 

The primary economic impact on the Hamil~on Township 

Road Program in recent years has been conformance with the Pi.ne­

lands Comprehensjve Management Plan stormwater·standards. Funds 

that should be expended on road majntenance and improvement have 

been used for stormwater retention facilities, as. well as increas­

ed engineerjng and environmental services to design these facil­

ities. 

Two recent examples of this economic impact are presented 

in support of this premise. The first is the 1991 Malaga Road 

project, which was funded by N. J. D.O.T. under the N.J. State 

Transportation Trust Fund Grant program. This program allocated 

$100,000.00 for the construction and inspection of the project. 

The second project is the Hickory Street, Holly Street 

and Laurel Street improvements, funded under the 1991 Hamilton 

Township Road Program. 

A. Malaga Road Section I 

Malaga Road is a heavily travelled road connecting 



July 21, 1992 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
114 Titus Mill Road 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

R E eEl V E 0 .J U L r~:f 1992 

I am a Landscape Architect who has submitted development applications to the Pinelands 
Commis.sion on several occasions. Based upon my experiences, as well as those expressed 
to me by developers, landowners, and municipalities, it is apparent that the Commission is 
failing to achieve its mandate of protecting the Pine lands. They have been extremely 
effective in preventing development, but unfortunately preventing development does not 
necessarily protect and. certainly does not enhance the Pinelands. 

Long before the Pine lands Commission was established to "Protect" the Pine lands, there 
were farmers, boatbuilders, ironworks, etc., as well as the villages they supported. During 
formulation of the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), these same industries and 
villages were lauded as part of the Pine lands Heritage. Had they not existed before the 
Commission, however, the Commission would not allow them to exist today. Furthermore, 
by developing an expensive and cumbersome permit process in which everything is a major 
development, the Commission is slowly and systematically eliminating what "heritage" is left. 
Its impact upon two traditional and supposedly "desired" activities, i.e., fanning and forestry, 
is especially disturbing. Both have suffered immensely since adoption of the CMP and while 
forestry has not recently been a major industry, it would seem to be perfectly suited to not 
only protect and enhance the Pinelands, but also provide economic benefit through 
intelligent management as a renewable natural resource. 

The Commission's myopic approach to "protecting" the Pinelands is nothing more than a 
feeble maintenance of the Status Quo. By their adherence to the belief that all land use is 
inherently bad, they have dismissed out of hand many opportunities to correct past habitat 
destruction and thereby enhance the Pine lands. 
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This misguided belief underlines the Commission's fundamental misunderstanding of the 
social and economic aspects of the Pinelands and their interrelationship and inevitable 
impacts upon its ecology. The Commission has never failed to exhort the bad effects that 
poor land use and development has had upon the Pine lands. Unfortunately, it has failed 
miserably to ~cknowledge, per~aps even grasp the possibilities for enhancement that 
sensitive land use can, in fact, bring. 

• Why can't endangered species be re-introduced? 

• Why can't critical habitat be created? 

• Why can't foresters be permitted to utilize and manage some of its renewable 
resources in a manner that will insure its long term health and vigor? 

• Why can't thoughtful developers be allowed to provide housing. and business 
opportunities in designated areas to those whose vested interest it would be to 
protect and enhance the Pinelands? 

Why can't the Pinelands be restored? 

Because the Commission has not and will not pennit it. 

Furthermore, through its unmitigated contempt of landowners who would utilize the 
Pinelands natural resources and its arrogant disregard of those with the experience and 
expertise to manage them, the Commission is alienating, and in some cases, destroying its 
most important constituency. Through its presumed omnipotence, the Commission's staff 
or inexperienced environmental 5cientists and experienced lawyers ~re insuring the 
Pinelands' slow, but certain, deterioration. 

Until the Commission is made answerable for its actions and non-actions, it is inevitable that 
the I!Pinelands" will one day exist only as an image that they dispel upon a naive and 
uninformed public. 

Timothy Kaluhiokalani, ASLA 
Landscape Architect 



Resource Extraction in the Pinelands 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (see Appendix A) met on May 8, 1992 to discuss 
this topic. In preparation for the meeting, a series of questions 
to be explored (Appendix B), background information (Appendix C) 
and public comments (Appendix D) were provided to each par­
ticipant. Public comments received subsequent to the meeting are 
included in Appendix E of this report. 

Mr. Liggett served as workshop coordinator and panelists were 
asked to freely express their opinions as individual experts and 
not as representatives of an agency or organization. 

IX. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion" points and 
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
An audio-taped recording of the entire seven (7) hour session is 
available for review at the Commission offices. Since different 
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to 
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion 
points and recommendations. 

Recommendations for the workshop are described throughout the 
text in ~old and are numbered sequentially. Because this par­
ticular workshop was the fourth in a series held by the Commis­
sion, each recommendation begins with the number 4. For ease of 
reference, a table has been prepared which identifies each recom­
mendation presented by one or more panel members. The table also 
includes staff estimates of the resources needed to implement the 
recommendations and other information which the Commission may 
wish to consider when deciding which recommendations should be 
pursued. 

III. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Industry Health 

In terms of measuring the health of the industry in the Pinelands 
anc the economic impact that the Comprehensive Management rlan 
(CMP) has had on mining, there was a general opinion by all that 
the CMP may have affected the industry by limiting residential, 
commercial and industrial development in the Pinelands, which has 
in turn decreased demand for local construction materials such as 
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concrete, gravel, sand, etc. This was felt to be particularly the 
case for smaller operations with only limited markets. No data 
was offered to support this opinion. Most large mining opera­
tions, however, service markets outside the Pinelands and are 
only affected by regulations which impact the mining site itself. 

It was agreed by all that the health of the industry is widely 
varied and depends on a number of factors, such as type of 
mineral, local and regional markets, distance to markets and 
tra,nsportation costs, corporate size, economies of scale 
(vertical vs. horizontal processing orientation),· the regional 
and national economy, etc. Many of these factors are external to 
the Pinelands and it would be difficult to separate the CMP's 
specific impacts on the industry. Although the general health of 
the industry in New Jersey could be studied from national statis­
tics, data on individual operations may be difficult to obtain 
and even harder to interpret, considering the variables involved 
in explaining profitability. There was a general consensus, 
however, that it might be valuable to monitor and analyze the 
health of the industry in the Pinelands. 

Recommendation 4.01 Collect and monitor land use and permitting 
data ot Pinelands mininq operations. 
The panel agreed that there was a general lack of comprehensive 
descriptive information on Pinelands mines. Without a good 
statistical data base on the location, mineral type, land size, 
processing scale, operation/reclamation status, etc. of in­
dividual operations, discussion of industry impact issues could 
not be properly evaluated. There was a consensus that a data col­
lection and monitoring process be established to track land use 
and permitting issues for Pinelands mines. 

Recommendation 4.02 Analyze CliP's economic impact on various 
types ot operations in the Pinelands. 
There was a general consensus that an objective study be done to 
evaluate the effects, if any, of the CMP on the industry's 
economic viability. Due to the lack of readily accessible data, 
the study would begin only after completing Recommendation 4.01 
and upon collection of statistical data from various industry and 
government sources. Details, such as what data might be avail­
able, what indices would be used and what analytical methods 
would be needed, were not discussed. It was understood by all 
that interpretation of the findings of such a study may prove 
difficult given the variety of mining operations in the 
Pinelands, the range of physical, economic, and regulatory vari­
ables, and the existence of regional and national trends that may 
far outweigh CMP effects. 
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B. CMP Standards 

Due to the relatively shallow aquifer in most of the Pinelands, 
much of the mining community's operations involve underwater ex­
cavation, especially in the southern part of the Pinelands. 
Therefore, the panel addressed how the standards relate to wet 
mining industry practices. The general consensus was that some 
changes might be made to benefit the industry. Because the en­
vironmental implications of some of these changes are still un­
kno~, several studies were recommended to evaluate the eMF 
amendment proposals. 

aecommendation 4.03 clarify language relating to maximum mining 
cell size of 20 acres. 
Some panelists said that many operators infer that the CMP's ex­
isting regulations permit only 20 acres per permit to be mined 
and that such a small site may make it uneconomical to stay in 
business. Other panel members said that operators like to have 
different kinds of mineral exposed (i.e., more excavated land) 
because it protects them from being caught short when the market . 
for a certain material increases and the operator does not have 
"all the permits necessary to newly excavate land for that 
mineral. 

In response, other panel members stated that the regulations do 
permit larger mines, but limit the amount of un-reclaimed land. 
The purpose of such regulations is to not let excavation get too 
out-of-hand and to focus on reclamation immediately after excava­
tion. At least one panelist agreed that the existing standards 
were not that onerous. There was a consensus among all panelists 
to clarify that reference to 20 acre cells is not a mining limit. 

o . 

aecommendation 4.04 Extend excavation depth limit from 65' below 
surface to 65' below depth to seasonal high water table. 
Several panel members recommended that the CMP excavation depth 
limit be changed from a depth below grade to depth below the 
water table. Such a change would allow dredging equipment to be 
used more efficiently and might limit the areal extent of mining 
at anyone time. 

Other panel members agreed that there is no significant environ­
mental benefit to having the current excavation depth limit based 
upon earth surface level and acknowledged that the draft CMP had 
depth limits based upon water table levels. No panelist objected 
to this recommendation; however several did express concern about 
deep mining. Recommendation 4.11 emanated from these concerns. 
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Recommendation 4.05a specity that shoreline slopinq requirements 
(1 toot vertical to 5 teet horizontal) apply until water depth 
exceeds 7 teet. 
The existinq regulations specify a graded shoreline of a slope 
not to exceed 1-foot vertical to 5-foot horizontal. Other than 
at the shoreline, the slope is 1:3. Several industry representa­
ti ves said that the CMP is ambiguous about the def ini tion of 
"shoreline" and the method used for calculatinq slopinq require­
ments above and below the shoreline, and recommended that the CMP 
be amended to clarify that "shoreline" is meant to extend to the 
point where water depth exceeds 7 feet. One panelist stressed 
that the purpose of the slope is not only to stabilize aqainst 
erosion but to also provide transitional wetland habitats which 
could justify a more gradual slopinq requirement to benefit more 
shallow habitats. Another panelist said that a 7-foot depth is a 
qood level for safety reasons because the 1:5 slope requirement 
would result in a 35-foot shoreline. Most panelists aqreed with 
this ;recommendation; however, there was not a consensus on 
whether the requirement should start at the hiqh or low water 
mark. 

There was also discussion about the shoreline slopinq requirement 
above the hiqh water mark but no recommendation was offered on 
the linear distance to which the l-foot vertical to 5-foot > 

horizontal standard should apply. Concerns were expressed about 
safety and regradinq steep areas which miqht provide habitat for 
certain bird species. . 

Recommendation 4.05b Specity that shoreline slopinq requirements 
(l-toot vertical to 5-feet horizontal) apply tor a linear dis­
tance of 7 teet trom the water's edqe. 
One panelist, who opposed Recommendation 4.05a on the basis that 
35 feet of shoreline was excessive, offered this as an alterna-. 
tive. It was not supported by any other panelists. 

Recommendation 4.06 Determine slopinq requirements needed to 
stabilize underwater excavation pit walls away from the shore. 
The next issue raised by the panel members was identification of 
the proper underwater slopinq required away from the shoreline. 
Several panelists favored a slope of 1:3 which they interpreted 
from the plan as the proper qradient. Other panel members ques­
tioned if this slope was adequate to maintain the shoreline and 
that a proper slopinq requirement be researched while the adjust­
ments were beinq done to the other slopinq regulations. Another 
said it was impossible to maintain such slopes due to water depth 
and erosion. The panel qenerally supported such an analysis, and 
some panelists offered to supply data. 
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Recommendation 4.07 Clarify re-vegetation policy flexibility in 
reclamation standards. 
Several of the panel members stated that the current reclamation 
standards should be made °more flexible and results-oriented. 
Another panel member argued that the current standards were 
designed to allow for forest succession and that they provide for 
sufficient flexibility. A third panel member said that most en­
gineers simply schedule replantings at 1000 seedlings per acre 
because they are not aware of the cluster planting alternative or 
fe~~ that the regulations discourage landscape creativity. 

It was also stated that the Pinelands contains a variety of 
habitats which might be more suited to other forms of re­
vegetation, such as meadows, blueberry fields, shrub areas, etc. 
Consensus was reached to recommend that the CMP be amended to 
clarify that alternative reclamation measures are acceptable if 
they successfully stabilize the area, and are consistent with 
naturally occurring conditions in the area. 

Recommenaation 4.08 Determine the impacts of making the CMP wet­
lands standards comparable to state and federal regulations, 
especially buffer requirements and the possibility for wetlands 
re-creation and mitigation. 
Several panelists recommended that the Commission use the Army 
Corps of Engineers (COE) wetlands qelineation procedure and state 
buffer standards. One member expressed the concern that abandoned 
mines qualify as wetlands, and should not. Another said that 
some wetlands and their buffers are more valuable than others and 
should therefore be ranked like the state program. 

One panel member said that the Commission's wetlands regulations 
have been recognized by state and federal agencies as ap­
propriate for the special conditions in the New Jersey Pinelands. 
The panelist also indicated that the 300-foot buffer was 
developed by the Commission as a basic standard from which less 
impacting uses could use smaller buffers, and that a Rutgers 
study had recommended that mining operations be given the maximum 
300-foot buffer. 

Another panel member said that the state and federal regulations 
(which are undergoing revision) are unreliable, and that the 
Commission's standards are the most predictable. Another 
panelist reported that outside the Pinelands, resource extraction 
buffers could range from 150 feet to 1000 feet. 

There was also discussion about mining in wetlands if mitigation 
is undertaken. Although one panelist advocated such a policy, 
other panel~sts expressed opposition. 

There was no consensus reached on this recommendation. 
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RecoJlUD.endation 4.09 Permit firms with good compliance and 
reclamation records to mine in wetlands buffers with mitigation. 
As a way of increasing flexibility, one panel member suggested 
that firms with' good compliance and reclamation records be 
rewarded by being permitted to mine in wetlands buffers if ac­
ceptable mitigation plans are developed. This would provide an 
economic incentive for firms to follow CMP standards. A few 
other panel members agreed, while other panelists thought that 
this type of reward might be regarded as potentially arbitrary. 
The. oriqinal proponent of the recommendation said that the stan­
dard would not be arbitrary if performance standards were estab­
lished beforehand. Others again arqued that encroachment on buff­
ers would not protect wetlands, but only serve to benefit mining 
operations. No consensus was reached. 

RecoJlUD.enda tion 4.10 Permit leaf composting and construction 
debris and recycling facilities as accessory uses on mining 
sites. 
Citing a potential need for revenues on otherwise vacant land and 
a history of such accessory uses, several panelists recommended 
that the CMP be amended to permit some types of minor solid waste 
processing and storage facilities at mining sites. This recommen­
dation was referred to the solid waste workshop. (see Solid 
waste Recommendation 5.09) 

C. Natural Resource Concerns 

The third aspect of the session involved discussion of major im­
pacts of mining and how they might be avoided. It was noted that 
mining occupies a very small percentage of the Pinelands land 
area and its reclamation provides 11 new" habitats. Conversely, 
its iocation in sensitive areas and the extent of the disturbance 
was a general cause of concern. 

Recommendation 4.11 study the impact of deep mining on hydrology 
and water quality. 
A panel member stated that deep mines may have a significant im­
pact on local hydrology, such as intrusion below clay layers 
protecting deeper areas of the aquifer from potential pollution. 
Other panel members indicated that most wells are not affected by 
mines. still another panelist said that groundwater contamina­
tion may be more likely in larger mines than smaller ones, i.e. 
because of greater exposure. Some other panelists mentioned 
studies which they believe conclude no significant contamination 
or aquifer impacts from mines; however, impacts upon cranberry 
bogs due to upgradient mining activity was mentioned by another 
pal,elist. Due to the conflicting opinions on this matter, there 
appeared to be a general consensus that a study -,ould be 
worthwhile. 
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Recommendation 4.12a Prohibit new mininq operations in the 
J'orest Area. 
One panel member recommended amendinq the CMP to prohibit new 
mininq operations to be started in the Forest Area because the 
Forest Area is often characterized as environmentally sensitive 
as the Preservation Area District, where the CMP has prohibited 
new mines. Another panel member said that there is something 
wrong ~ith the CMP when housing development in the Forest Area 
is so limited but a mine, with all of its associated negative im­
pacts, (e.q., disruption of the aquifer, noise, dust, wildlife 
and" habitat destruction, etc.) is permitted. 

TWo other panelists expressed concern about such a limitation be­
cause mining is already subject to prohibition by municipalities; 
and it is doubtful that new mines will be located in Forest Areas 
since mining companies have received approvals for their land 
holdings. It was also suggested that such an amendment may just 
move the mining "problem" to Rural Development Areas and Regional 
Growth Areas where there are more people. Also, data on the loca­
tion of mining operations and their current operation status may 
need to be collected and interpreted to evaluate the full impact 
of this change. (see Recommendation 4.01) .. 
Recommendation 4.12b Prohibit new mininq operations In' sensitive 
sub-basins in the protection Area. 
As an alternative to the previous recommendation, one panel mem­
ber recommended that this amendment be tailored to protect par­
ticularly valuable sub-basins in the Forest Area as well as the 
rest of the management areas in the Protection Area. This recom­
mendation was better received by several other members of the 
panel who recognized that protection of these environmentally 
sensitive areas would be more consistent with the rationale be­
hind the Preservation Area District prohibition. 

Recommendation 4.13 Require documentation of all environmental 
conditions and impacts in all mininq applications. 
One panelist stated that not all of the information needed to 
make accurate decisions on mining applications was being sub­
mi tted to the commission and the municipal approving bodies. It 
was recommended that a full environmental impact statement be 
filed for all mining applications, as is done in at least one 
municipality. 

TWo other panelists expressed the op~n~on that existing regula­
tions do request sufficient information and that the Commission 
may not be requesting other site-specific information (e.g. cul­
tural resources, and species sightings) because it is already on 
file at the Commission offices. There were no other comments. 
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Recommendation 4.14 Analyze applicability and success of current 
CKP reclamation standards. 
Part of this recommendation originated from a discussion about 
the Pinelands native vegetation listing, and that a wider range 
of species and expansion of the potential number of reclamation 
habitats be considered. The Coordinator stated that this 
specific issue had been discussed at an earlier workshop on 
forestry. 

Several of the panel members questioned whether the current CMP 
mining reclamation standards were actually designed for and ap­
plicable to the Pinelands Area because they appeared to be stan­
dardized reforestation practices (e.g. 1000 pitch pine seedlings 
per acre), which may need to be tailored for a variety of dif­
ferent Pinelands habitats. 

Another panelist stated that the regulations permitted sufficient 
flexibility for alternative re-planting measures. One panelist 
offered examples of failed re-forestation projects and suggested 
that the Commission evaluate whether the current standards were 
well suited to the Pinelands and requested that reclaimed.sites 
be studied to measure their success. The pane~ generally agreed 
that this so~t of study would be worthwhile. 

Recommendation 4.15 Design standards to require complete res­
toration of Preservation Area District lands and sensitive sub­
basins, but allow more flexibility in other parts of the Protec­
tion Area. 
As an outgrowth of the discussion on Recommendation 4.07, one 
panelist recommended that the CMP be modified to require that 
closed mines in the Preservation Area District and in environmen­
tally sensitive sub-basins be restored to their former habitats, 
instead of reclaimed with the standard 1000 pit'ch pine seedlings 
per acre. Although the current standards require that the mined 
areas must be reclaimed within two to three years, environmen­
tally sensi ti ve land should be restored, not reclaimed. In 
return, it was suggested that more flexibility be permitted in 
other non-critical management areas to promote and ensure ground 
cover re-vegetation. The panel generally agreed that this issue 
might warrant further evaluation. 

D. Permitting and Enforcement 

Several development review issues were raised regarding the per­
mitting and enforcement processes. There appeared to be a 
general consensus that some CMP amendments recommended below 
would make the development review process work smoother and could 
benef i -; mining operations without adversely impacting the 
Pinelands. 
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.ecommeDdatioD 4.16a ExteDd the miDiDq permit reDewal period 
from 2 years to up to 5 years as a mUDicipal optiOD. 
One of the primary concerns about the existinq resource extrac­
tion permit renewal system was that the current two year permit 
period is too short in relation to the lengthy review process. 
Several panelists agreed that the permit length should be ex­
tended as a municipal option for up to five years. This type of 
extension would reduce expenses for both operators and regulators 
alike, still provide surety bonds, encourage better long-range 
pl~nning, and if folded into a yearly inspection and bond renewal 
program, improve general enforceability. 

Another panelist said that some Pinelands municipalities, e.g. 
Maurice River Township, have already been certified to have a 
three year permit period. A few panelists expressed concerns that 
five years was too much time and preferred to extend it only to 
three years. However, if annual inspection and enforcement powers 
were upgraded along with the permit extension, the five year 
period might be acceptable • 

• ecommeDdatioD 4.16h ExteDd the miDiDq permit reDewal period 
from 2 to 3 years as a mUDicipal optioD, aDd up to 5 years tor 
municipalities with qood eDtorcemeDt records. 
One panelist recommended amending the CMP to reward 
municipalities with good enforcem~nt records by giving them the 
authority to extend permit renewal periods. There was no other 
comment on this matter. 

aecommeDdatioD 4.17 Clarity "the detiDitioD ot the CMP's tiDal 
approval date so that operators, mUDicipalities, Soil CODserva­
tioD Service offices aDd the CommissioD proceed UDder ideDtical 
permit periods. 
This recommendation originated through a discussion about the 
Commission's certificate of filing and the time it takes for Com­
mission and municipal reviews to be completed. Members of the 
panel suggested that the actual problem may be that the Commis­
sion and municipal approval periods confuse some operators and 
result in "lost" time in a two-year renewal process. They sug­
gested that the CMP be changed to correct what they believe may 
be an unclear procedure. In particular, they thought that the 
exact time of the final approval date, i.e., when operators can 
begin to mine and when they must renew, is ambiguous. It was sug­
qested that the final approval date should be the date when the 
Commission issues its no call-up letter. 

One or the panelists explained the various steps involved in the 
filing and approval process, and that the CMP identifies how 
resource extraction applications are processsd. The panel mem­
ber stated that the ~ommission interprets the final approval date 
as the municipal permitting body's approval date, unless the ap­
plication is called up for Commission review. Several of the 
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panelists recommended that the CMP be clarified to ensure that 
operators know the approval procedure and which d~te is the final 
one. 

Recommendation 4.18a Permit municipalities to approve minor ex­
pansion of azistinq approved operations, e.q., new conveyers or 
towers, without Commission review. 
One of the panelists indicated that if an operator needed to add 
a minor improvement to an existing operation, such as a new con­
veyer or tower, an application would need to go through the en­
tire development review process as if it were a major expansion. 
It was sUggested that municipalities be given the option of 
reviewing and approving minor additions without Commission 
review, just like they may now do for single family houses. 
Several other panelists agreed this would be an improvement to 
the existing regulations. 

However, one panelist indicated that municipalities may not want 
to exercise this type of authority and assume responsibility 
without commission review. 

Recommendation ~.18b Permit municipalities to approve minor ex­
pansion of azistinq approved operations, e.~., new conveyers or 
towers, without Commission review in municipalities with good en~ 
forc_ent records~ . 
As an alternative to the previous recommendation, one of the 
panelists recommended amending the CMP to permit local govern­
ments with good enforcement records to review operation expan­
sions without Commission review. In this way, municipalities may 
have a greater interest in im~roving enforcement. No other 
panelists supported this recommendation. 

Recommendation 4.19 Transmit all historical data regarding per­
mit renewals to municipal authorities. 
Based upon planning board experience, one panelist indicated that 
local governments do not usually receive copies of all of the in­
formation maintained by the Commission for resource extraction 
applications. It was recommended that the Commission send the 
municipal boards all the historical material on those applica­
tions so that municipalities can make better decisions on the ap­
propriateness of future applications. 

Another panelist indicated that the Commission may not always 
request information such as topography, hydrology, species sight­
ings, cultural resources, etc. for renewal applications because 
the information is already on file or can be retrieved from other 
sources. 
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Recommendation 4.20 Examine ways in which municipalities, the 
Commission and the Soil Conservation Service offices can better 
enforce mining and reclamation requlations. 
Several panel members recommended that something be done to im­
prove the level of enforcement for mining and reclamation regula­
tions. Reasons cited for the recommendations were: (1) 
municipalities are often lax in documenting violations and im­
plementing remediation measures or penalties, either because they 
lack the professional skill or the political will to do it; and 
(2) the Soil Conservation Service permit system is not really an 
effective way of protecting against environmental damage. 

Another panelist believed that most municipalities have suffi­
cient enforcement capacity through the use of local ordinances, 
municipal engineers and attorneys. 

The panel generally agreed that the Commission should explore im­
proving enforcement measures, although no specific suggestions 
were offered. 

Recommendation 4.21 Examine ways in which municipalities and 
the Commission can better enforce prohibitions on dumping and 
off-road vehicle use on mined land. • 
Similar comments were made about this recommendation as were made 
for Recommendation 4.20. Several panelists said that these two 
problems are prevalent throughout the P ine1ands but other 
panelists said that mined tracts are exceptionally vulnerable. 
Although no immediate CMP or administrative changes were iden­
tified, there was consensus that the issue warranted further 
evaluation. 

v. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

One individual expressed concern about the re-use of mined 
property, especially proposals to develop housing after m~n~ng is 
complete. The individual stated that once mines are reclaimed 
per CMP standards, they should not be intensively developed. 
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R esource E xtractlon W kh or s op R d ecommen atlOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff(41 $$$(5) Notes(6) 

Industry Health 4.01 Collect and monitor land use and permit- Study 2wm-P - o Not clear how this data will be used 
ting data of Pinelands mining operations. 

4.02 Analyze CMP's economic impact on various Study 4wm-P - o See Recommendation 2.10 
types of operations in the Pinelands. o May be difficult to separate CMP impacts vs. 

other impacts 
o Data may not be available 
o Study e~timate uncertain as the scope, 
etc., are unclear 

CMP Standards 4.03 Clarify language relating to maximum CMP - - o Where several open areas for various types 
mining cell size of 20 acres. types of minerals exist, may not address problem 

4.04 Extend excavation depth limit from 65' CMP - - o Little additional impact, but penetration 
below surface to 65' below DSHwr. of clay layers in general may be a 

problem (see Recommendation 4.11) 
o May be difficult to determine level 
because of fluctuation 

o A practical change that will help miners 

4.05a Specify that shoreline sloping requirements CMP - - o Clarifies an ambiguous situation 
(1 foot vertical to 5 feet horizontal) o Water's edge needs to be defined 
apply until water depth exceeds 7 feet. o Creates shallow wetland habitat and 

addresses safety issue 
o Upland sloping requirements along shore-
line still need clarification 

(I) I{ccnllllllo:,"lalinn. nllere.1 hy onl! nr mnre panel memhe .... nrc Ii.led whelher or nnllhey were di.cu .. ed In delnll or whether or nnllhey were '''I'I)(orle<l hy 
uther p:lI\clisls. 

(2) 11,ro:e 1)'1'''' o( t"nlllllli .. ion M·llon. nrc nnled: ·eMI'" dellol"s n eMI' IIl1lelldlllelll; "SIudy" dennlcs more Ihnn a nominol amounl of lillie for nm,ly.is; .,,,1 
"Admin," d"noles nelioll wilhoul nn amelldmcllt or sludy. 

(3) 11,e "E>Iimale of Ilesourees" i. nn approximalion of slaf( or monelary resources Ihal would be needed. Eslimales nrc nul prcsenled Cor eMI' nmcmllllenis. 

(~) Slall resources nrc shown in work monlhs (wm) (Ihe "pproximale nmounl oC siaCC lime necessary 10 complele Ihe task) by orricc. Offices arc indicaled as 
Collo", .. : I' . I'lanning; S - Science; DR - Development Review; and 1'1' - I'ublic I'rograms. No enlric-. arc presenled Cor less Ihan 1 work monlh. 

(5) Monclary enlries arc very preliminary eslimales oC cosl. associaled with a consulling conlraet or wilh Ihe.l'iring oC additional.taCC. No enlries are 
civen iC cosls arc c'pccled 10 be less Ihan SI,OOO. 

(6) Noles rcprcscnl slall cornhlenls which may be rclevanllo Ihe Commission's evalualion or the recommendations. 



R esource E xtractlon W kh or s op R ecommen d at Ions 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3} 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1 ) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(51 Notes(6) 

4.05b Specify that shoreline sloping requirements CMP - - o Easier for industry to meet 
(I foot vertical to 5 feet horizontal) 9 Creates little transitional wetlands 
apply for a linear distance of 7 feet from habitat 
the water's edge. o Safety issues may exist 

o Upland sloping requirements along shore-
line still need clarification 

4.06 Determine sloping requirements needed to Study - $10,000 o Addresses a practical concern 
stabilize underwater excavation pit walls 
away from the shore. 

4.07 Clarify re-vegetation policy flexibility CMP - - o Will help miners understand options 
in reclamation standards. 

4.08 Determine the impacts of making CMP wetlands Study 6wm-S - o Implications extend well beyond resource 
standards comparable to state and extraction 
federal regulations, especially buffer o Natural resource impacts will be 
requirements and the possibility for substantial if changes are made 
wetlands re-creation and mitigation. o Mitigation is in its initial stages of 

development 

4.09 Permit firms with good compliance and CMP - - o Requires establishment of evaluative criteria 
mitigation records to mine in wetland for "good" records 
buffers with mitigation. a Implications for other types of use 

o Mitigation is in its initial stages of 
development 

(I) Itccn""IlC'hlalin"5 nffcr".1 hy u"e or 1lI0rc !,a"clllIemh"," nrc Ii.led whelher or nlll Ihey were di.cu •• ed In delnil or whelher IIr nol Ihey were ,ul'l'urle,1 hy 
ulhcr IUUlclisl:... 

(2) 11lree In'e5 ul Cumllli"iu" nl'lio"s nrc nul cd: "eM I'" .Icllules /I eM I' /llIIe,,,lllIelll; "Sludy" denole. more Ihnn a nUllllnll1 nlllouni or lime ror lI/llIly.i.; and 
"Admin:' ... icnotcs nelin .. without on amendment or .study. 

(:.\) 11.e "Estimate 01 ltesuure"s" is nn al'proximalion or stall ur lIIonelary resources Ihal would be needed. Eslimale,"re nol presented ror eMI' amendmenl., 

(~) Slall resources arc sho"'n in work months (wm) (Ihe approximale amounl or slalr lime necessary 10 complele Ihe lask) by o!£icc. Ornces are indicaled as 
lollows: r . I'lanning; S . Science; DR - Developmenl Hevicw; and 1'1' . !'ublic I'rograms, No enlries arc presenled ror less Ihan 1 work monlh. 

(5) Monelary enlries arc very preliminary eslimales 01 cosls associaled wilh a consulling conlracl or wilh Ihe hiring or addilional slalr. No enlries are 
given ir cosls arc expecled 10 be less Ihan SI,OOO, 

(6) Noles repre~enl sial[ commenls which may be relevanllo Ihe Corrimission's evalualion or Ihe recommendalions, 



R esource E xtractJon W kh or s op R d ecommen atlons 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

4.10 Permit leaf composting and construction eMP - - o See Recommendation 5.09 which involves 
debris recycling facilities as accessory a eMP change concerning construction 
uses on mining sites. debris recycling on such sites 

o Should be considered when evaluating 
Recommendations 5.07 and 6.09 

Natural Resource 4.11 Study the impact of deep mining on Study - $50,000 o Conclusions may result in wet mining 
Concerns hydrology and water quality. becoming infeasible 

4.12a Prohibit new mining operations in the eMP - - o Will not address significant lands 
Forest Area. already approved for mining and located 

next to existing mined areas 
o May not impact the industry if no new 

mines are being considered 
o Eliminates a land use option which 
municipalities now decide 

4.12b Prohibit new mining operations in sensitive eMP 3wm-S - o Sub-basins need to be identified 
sub-basins in the Protection Area. o Targets concern to least disturbed areas 

o Apparently may not impact the industry 
if no new mines are being considered 

o Limits a land use option which 
municipalities can decide 

(\) Recommendali .. ns nllcrc,l hy one or more panel o.emheu nrc Ii.led whelher or n!llihey were di.cu .. ed In delnil or whelher or nOlthey were .uppnrte" hy 
uther pnnclish. 

(2) 11"ee Iype, ul C .. n"nl .. iun odion. nrc nole,l: "eM I'" denote. n eMI' "mendment; "Slu,ly" denotes more thnn a nomlnRI amounl or time lor "nllly.I.; nnd 
"Admin." denoles Rclion wilhoul on amendment or study. 

(3) 11.e "&Iimalc 01 Resources" is nn approximation 01 st"H or monctnry resources that would be needed. Eslimales nrc nol presented ror eMI' amendment •. 

(4) Slal( resources arc shown in work month. (won) (the approximate Rmount or staIr time necessary to complete the task) by o((iee. OHices arc indicated as 
rollows: I' ·!,Ianning; S· Science; DH . Development Review; and 1'\' ·I'ublic Programs. No entrics arc presented ror less than 1 work month. 

(5) Monclary enlries arc vcry preliminary eslimates o( eosls associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring or additional starr. No entries arc 
given ir cosls arc expecled 10 be less than SI.OOO. 

(6) NOles rcpresenl staH commcnls which may be relevant to the Coonmission's evaluation o( the recommendations. 



R esource E t x racllon W kh ors op R d f ecommen a Ions 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

4.13 Require documentation of all environmental CMP - - o Unclear what would be provided that is 
conditions and impacts on mining applica- not currently available 
tions. o Unclear how information not related to 

Pinelands standards will be used 
o Will add to cost of permitting 

4.14 Analyze applicability and success of Study 6wm-S - o May be insufficient cases where reclamation 
current CMP reclamation standards. 2wm-DR has oceurred to draw conclusions 

4.15 Design standards to require complete Studyl 2wm-S - o Will make re-vegetation more costly in 
restoration of Preservation Area District CMP critical areas, and less costly in other areas 
lands and sensitive sub-basins, but allow 
more flexibility in other parts of the 
Protection Area. 

Permitting 4.16a Extend the mining permit renewal period CMP - - o Implements current policy, e.g., 
and Enforcement from 2 to up to 5 years as a municipal the recent Maurice River ordinance 

option. 

4.16b Extend the mining permit renewal period CMP - - o Requires establishment of evaluative 
from 2 to 3 years as a municipal option criteria for "good" records 
and up to 5 years for municipalities o May encourage better local enforcement 
with good enforcement records. 

(I) Recollln",n"ati"n' "([cr,,,1 hy "ne or 1II0re p"nel melllhe", nrc Ii.ted whether or n .. t they wcre discu .. ed In detnil or whether or not they were sUPIK'rtccl hy 
olher 1"",,:li .... 

. l2) 11m,e typcs "C C'"l\lIIi .. i"n a,'li .. ns nrc nCltcel: "CMI'· dcnutes II CMI' IIlIIcndlllenl; "Sludy" dennles more Ihnn _ numlnnl amount of lime for "nnly.i.; nnd 
"Admin." denoles nclion withoul an amendmenl or study. 

(3) 111e "Eslimate oC Resources· is nn approximalion oC slarr or monelnry resources thai would be needed. Estimates nrc nol presented Cor eM I' amendmenls. 

(4) SlaCf resourccs arc shm"n in work months (wm) (Ihe approximate amount oC siaCC lime necessary 10 complele the lask) by oHi.,.,. Ornces arc indicaled as 
follows: r - Planning; S - Scicnce; DR - Development Review; and 1'1' - Public "rograms. No entries arc presented Cor less than 1 work month. 

(5) Monctary e,I:ries are very preliminary estimates oC costs associated with a consulting contract or with the hiring oC additional staH. No entries arc 
given il costs arc expected 10 be less Ihan SI,OOO. 

(6) Noles reprcsenl slaIC comments which may be relevanlto the Commission's evaluation of the recommendations. 



R esource E xtractlon W kh or s op R d ecommen atlOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

4.17 Clarify the definition of the CMP's CMP - - o Recommendation 4.16 addresses most of 
final approval dates so that operators, the concern, i.e., time "lost" in a 
municipalities, SCS offices and the 2-year cycle during processing 
Commission proceed under idential o May be impossible to implement as the 
permit periods. events are sequential, pre-dating 

accomplishes nothing, and requiring all 
entities to use the Commission's 
date may require mine closures until 
that date . 

4.18a Permit municipalities to approve minor CMP - - o May also be covered in Recommendation 
existing approved operations, e.g., new 7.13 
conveyors or towers, without Commission o Implications for other types of uses 
review. o "Minor" needs to be carefully defined 

4.18b Permit municipalities with good CMP - - o May also be covered in Recommendation 
enforcement records to approve minor 7.13 
expansion of existing approved operations, o Implications for other types of uses 
e,g., new conveyors or towers, without o "Minor" needs to be Carefully defined 
Commission review. o Requires establishment of evaluative 

criteria for "good" records 
o May encourage better local enforcement 

4.19 Transmit all historical data regarding Admin. lwrn - DR - o May be time consuming, e.g., redundancy, 
. permit renewals to municipal authorities. per yr. multiple files, etc. 

(I) Rcconllllc,"lalio"o olrcrc.1 loy nile or llIorc !,,,,,d mClllhe .. nrc Iblcd whclher or 1101 Ihey wcre di.c""ed In delnil nr whcthcr nr not they werc oup!'urlc.1 loy 
ulhc:r l'uncii:!'ls. 

(2) 11lrec typc. of CUlllllli .. i"" neliulls nrc nnlc.l: "CMI'" dellotcs n CMI' nlllendlllent; "Study" denotes more thnn 8 noonln:ol amount of time [or nnaly.is; and 
.. Admin." dcnoles nctioll wilhoul nn amendmenl or sludy. 

(3) ll,e "Eslimale of Hesourees" is nil approximalion of slarr or monclary resources Ih:01 would be necded. Eslimales IIrc 1101 !,re,cllied for eMI' amendllle"ls. 

(4) Sialf resourecs arc shown in work monlh. (wm) (I he approximale amounl of slaH lillie ncce$Sary to complete the task) by oHicc. Ornees are indicaled as 
[allows: P - !,Ianning; S - Science; DR - Development Review; alld PP - Public Programs. No entries are presented for less than 1 work month_ 

(S) Monelary enlries MC very I'rciilllin",y c.lilllaies 01 co.ts " •• odated with a collsulting conlract or with the hirillg of additiollal,lalr. No elllries are 
givell if cml. arc expccled 10 be less Ihan SI,OOO. 

(6) Noles represenl sl,,1{ commelli. which may be rclevanllo Ihe Commission's evaluation of the recommendations. 



R esource E xtractlon W kh or s op R ecommen d atlOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

4.20 Examine ways in which municipalities, the Study lwm-P - o Unknown if substantive recommendations 
Commission and the SCS offices can 2wm-DR will be identified 
better enforce mining and reclamation o Intergovernmental coordination will 
regulations. improve 

4.21 Examine ways in which municipalities and Study lwm-P - o Mining industry should participate 
the Commission can better enforce 2wm-DR o Unknown if substantive, relatively 
prohibitions on dumping and off-road inexpensive recommendations will be 
vehicle use on mined land. identified 

o Intergovernmental coordination will 
improve 

(I) I{c,·ollllllclhlali .. n, .. lIerc,1 hy onc or n""e I'ancllllelllhel~ II,"e li.led whelher or nnl Ihey were di.c,,",ed in delail or whclher or nol Ihey were '''l'porle,1 hy 
ullu . .'f pandi:-.I~_ 

(2) '1111 ~c 1)'pL' .. ~l( CUlUmi~c;itln ;u:lions nrc nutcll: !'CMI1M denotes II eMI' nmclu.Jtncnii IISIUlJy" cJcnolcs more lhnn a nOlninnl nmuunl of time fur nnalysis; alill 

"Admin." lh:llotCS fiction ""'thoul no amendment or study. 

(J) 11,c "~Iimalc ur Itcsuurccs" is nn approximalioll uC slaH or lUonetary resources 11101' woul,) he nceded. EslilJlatcJ nrc nol presented (or eMil amcnduU"lIh. 

(4) 51.111 resources .1le shown in work monlhs (Will) (Ihe approximale alllounl of slaff lilllc ncccssary 10 complcle the lask) by office. Offices nre indicated as 
follu,,~: I' . I'bnning; S . Science; DR . Developmenl Review; and PI' - Public Programs. No enlries are presented for less Ihan 1 work monlh. 

(5) MOllelary cnlries alc VCIY I'rdimin;IIY cslilllale. of cosl. associaled wilh a eonsulting cOlllrael or wilh Ihe hiring of additional slaff. No enlries arc 
~i\'cn if eml, ;lIe eXl'elled 1O!Jc Ins Ihan SI,OOO. 

(6) Noles re!,re,enl stall commenl' which may be rclevanl 10 Ihe COlllmi.sion's evalualion of Ihe recommendalions. 



APPENDIX A 

"Pinelands Resource Extraction" Meeting 

Name of Participant 

Joseph Arsenault 

Frank Burns 

Christine Hafner* 

Robert Ellis 

Leslie Ficcaglia 

Robert Fimble 

Mark Godfrey 

Mark Gorsky 

Ian Harker 

David Hergert 

Stephen Kehs 

James Zadorozny 

William Harrison, 

Charles Horner 

Larry Liggett 

Karen Young 

List of Participants 

May 8, 1992 

Affiliation 

Pinelands nurseryman & reclam~tion consultant 

N.J. Dep't of Agriculture, Atlantic- Cape May 
Counties Soil Conservation District 

u.s. Dep't of Interior 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 

Ward Sand & Gravel Co., Pinelands miner 

Mau~ice River Township Planning Board 

Rutgers University, Cook College 
Forestry & Wildlife Section 

N.J. DEPE, Land Use Regulation Element 
Coastal Regulation, mining geologist 

Monroe Township Environmental Commission 

University of PA, Department of Geology 

Mays Landing Sand & Gravel Company 
Pinelands miner 

Cumberland County Department of Planning & 
Economic Development 

Morie Mining Co., Pinelands miner 

Pinelands Commission, Assistant Director 
Development Review 

Pinelands Commission, Development Review 

Pinelands Commission, Planning & Research 
Workshop Coordinator 

Pinelands Commission, Development Review 

* Panelist attended in place of Clifford Day, U.S. Fish & 

Wildlife Service. 



APPENDIX B 

Resource Extraction in the Pinelands 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

May 8, 1992 

Industry-oriented 

1. Are the following factors relevant in judging the "health" 
of resource extraction as an industry? 

o total acreage being mined 
o number of active mines 
o total tonnage of sand, gravel, clay, ilmenite mined 
o industry employment statistics 
o extraction costs versus market prices 

What other factors are useful in measuring the health of the 
industry? 

2. What data exists relative to these indicators? Can this data 
be dis-aggregated for the Pinelands? 

3. As a means of judging Pinelands impacts, is it appropriate 
to conduct trend analyses of these indicators in the 

. Pinelands re~ative to those in the larger seven Pinelands 
county region and to the state as a whole? 

4. Do you have data available on these indicators? If so, what 
trends are evident when comparing pre-Pinelands conditions 
(1980 and earlier) with conditions since adoption of the 
Pinelands Plan? What trends relati~e to the seven county 
Pine~ands region and the state as a whole are evident? Do 
you have reason to believe these. trends mayor may not con-

. tinue? If so, why? 

5. If trends in important indices are evident, what conclusions 
can be drawn? To what extent might these be attributed to 
the Pinelands Plan? 

6. On the basis of your own knowledge, do you have an opinion 
as to whether the Pinelands Plan has positively or nega­
tively affected the viability of the resource extraction in­
dustry in the Pinelands? 

overall? 
- specific segments or types? 

In addition to those already discussed, what other analyses 
should be done to test these working hypotheses? 

1 



7. ·If negative ~rends ar& evident, what steps can state govern­
ment in general or the Pinelands Commission in particular 
take to reverse them? 

8. To what . extent do Pinelands land use standards affect the 
viability of the resource extraction industry in the 
Pinelands? What, if any, specific changes in the Pinelands 
land use standards might enhance the industry's viability in 
the Pinelands? 

9. Are the Pinelands Plan's resource extraction standards ef-
fective in. maintaining the 
specific changes in these 
industry's viability? 

10. Do any of the Plan's other management standards (e.g. wet­
lands, water quality) negatively affect mini~g operations? 
To what extent do these negative impacts occur? Do these 
have industry-wide significance? What, if any, specific 
changes in these standards might enhance the industry's 
viability? 

11. What, if any, types of development essent ial to mining 
operations must receive Pinelands permits? Should these 
developments be exempted from the Pinelands permi tt.ing 
process? Bow would these permit exemptions enhance the 
industry's viability? 

12. The or1ginal CMP stated that current (1980) New Jersey 
legislation did not adequately address resource extraction. 
To what extent has state legislation changed, and how do 
Pinelands resource extraction and restoration regulations 
differ from or compare to current state mining regulations? 
Are changes in Pinelands regulations warranted? Are there 
Federal or other state policies which might be appropriate 
to consider in New Jersey or in the Pinelands? 

13. Is additional research or analysis needed before any of the 
recommendations previously discussed are considered? If so, 
what should be its focus? 

Environment-Oriented 

14. What types of positive and negative environmental impacts 
are generally exhibited by resource extraction activities? 
Are they short or long term in nature? 

15. Do you have any data available on these impacts in the 
Pinelands? If so, to what extent are the impacts evident? 

2 



16. Does this data·suggest that~trends are evident? Are these 
positive or negative in nature? To what extent might these 
be attributed to the Pinelands Plan? Do you have reason to 
believe these trends mayor may not continue? If so, why? 

17. On the basis of your own knowledge, do you have an opinion 
as to whether resource extraction activities have positively 
or negatively affected the long-term maintenance of the 
Pinelands ecosystem and its natural resources? What analyses 
should be done to test these working hypotheses? 

18 •. If negative impacts are evident, what steps can state 
government in general or the Pinelands Commission in par-
ticular take to reverse them? . 

19. To what extent do Pine1ands land use standards relative to 
resource extraction help maintain the essential character of 
the Pinelands environment? What, if any, specific changes 
in land use standards might better protect or enhance 
natural resource values? 

20. Are the Pinelands Plan's resource extraction standards, in­
cluding those relative to reclamation, effective in main­
taining natural resource values or limiting signif icant 
negative impacts? What, if any,·specific changes in these­
standards might be warranted? 

21. To what extent do the Plan's other ma-nagement -standards 
(e.g. wetlands, water quality) promote natural resource 
protection at resource extraction si tes? What, if any, 
specific changes might you suggest relative .to resource ex­
traction activities? 

22. To what extent do any of the recommendations previously 
identified ·to enhance the industry have environmental im­
plications? Are they positive or negative? Are ~hey sig­
nificant from a regional perspective? 

23. To what extent have New Jersey legislation and/or regula­
tions relative to resource extraction and its environmental 
impacts changed since 1980 when the Pinelands Plan was for­
mulated? Do any of these changes warrant revisions to the 
Pinelands Plan? -

24. Are there other Federal or state regulations relative to 
resource extraction and its environmental impacts which 
might be appropriate for consideration in the Pinelands? If 
so, how do they compare with current Pinelands requirements? 
What natural resource values might be better addressed if 
these other standards are considered? 

3 



.25. Is additional .research oJ:. analysis needed before any of 
these recommendations pre . c,usly discussed are considered? 
If so, what should be its focus? 

4 



APPENDIX C 

Background Information 

for 

Pinelands Resource Extraction Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Map of Pinelands Sand & Gravel Mining Operations, Active as 
. of 1991, (NJGS: GRS 25, 1991). 

2. Excerpt from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
Plan, A Progress Report on the First Three Years of Im­
plementation Chapter VII Studies Program, pgs VII-10 
through VII-12. 

3. Pinelands Development Standards Subchapter 6 of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, revised 2/29/88, 
summary. 

4. Excerpt from Subchapter 4, Resource Extraction Application 
Requirements of the New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan, (N.J.A.C. 7:50-4.2(7). 

5. Excerpt from Subchapter 6, Resource Extraction Standards of 
the New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensi ve Management Plan, 
(N.J.A.C. 7:50-6.61 through 6.67). 

6. Minerals Yearbook 1989: New Jersey, Washington, DC: US 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, 1991. 

7. Minerals Iridustry Surveys: The Mineral Industry of New Jer­
sey in 1991, Washington, DC: US Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Mines, 1991. 



APPENDIX D 

Public Comments Received Prior to Technical Panel Meeting 



CITY OF ESTELL MANOR 
OFFICE OF: 

PLANNING BOARD 
P.O. BOX 102 

ESTELL MANOR, NJ 08319 

The Pinelands Commis~ion 
P.O. 130:< 102 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Att: Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

April 1,1992 

Enclosed please find 'our response to your letter dated 
February' 28, 1992 regarding key 'topic:s for Pinelands Commission 
review. 

Topic One: We have no problem with solid waste. 

Topic: Two: Resourc:e Based Industries: The problem is that they 
cannot be ~he only industries in the munic:ipality. 

Topic: Three: Ec:onomic Impacts: The economic impact is very 
severe. The Pinelands is not taking into consideration the 
economic impac:t on the munic:ipality that they are regulating. The 
Pinelands regulations are making it difficult to collect the 
school taxes, whic:h our constitution requires to be imposed, in 
order to meet the constitutional needs of a thorough and 
effic:ient education. The Pinelands Commission must recognize 
that the munic:ipalities have other concerns beyond those withi~ 
the egos of the Pinelands, such as the financing of public: 
schools, the financing of other munic:ipal improvements, the 
provision for health and safety of the reSidents, and without a 
proper tax base, no munic:ipality can operate the way we are 
e~pected to operate under Pinelands regulations. 

Topic: Four: Pinelands Permitting: We feQl that the Pinelands is 
operated too strictly, that they follow some untried textbook 
theories, which we simply do not feel are working in practice. 

Topic Five: Growth Demands and Policies: This is best left to 
the municipality' and not to the Pinelands Commission, 
particularly in a municipality such as Estell Manor, where the 
philosophy for limited but orderly growth, which is consistent 
with the overall philosophy of the Pinelands. The problem is we 
feel the loca,l officials are far better able to determine the 



specific needs of the community and the specific details as to 
how the community should be regulated better than the Pinelands 
Commission , which does not consist of any local residents in the 
case of Estell Manor, which is geographically removed a distance 
of appro}:imately fifty miles. 

If you should have any questions regarding the above comments, 
pleasa do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincer"el y, '4 t:J 
~,>~g~ 

Renee S. McGar"ry 
Secretary 
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Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance 120-348 W1!itesbog Road • BlOwtI$ Mills, NJ 08015 • (609) 893-4747 

Mr. Terrence Moore 
The Pinelands Commission 
P. O.Box 7 
New LisbonNI, 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore; 

April 17 , 1992 

, In response to your letter of February 28, I have enclosed reconnnen­
dations on approaches to five of the key topics the Pine lands Commis­
sion has selected for review. 

Earlier this month, fifteen members of the Pinelands Preservation 
Alliance1s Plan Review Committee spent a day reviewing these five 
topics. Individuals who attended the meeting spent the intervening time 
writing recommendations for the expert panels to consider. 

The results are enclosed. The subjects and the authors are: 
',. Topic 1 Solid Waste .' _ Dr. Gerard Vriens 

Topic 2 Fores1ry Dr. Emile DeVito 
Topic 2 Resource Extraction William Smith 
Topic 3 Economic Impact Sally Price 
T~c5Gro~D~ds W~N~ 

The pressure of the short time available and other commitments 
means that the submissions on the last two topics will be hand carried 
to you next week. Those subjects and the authors are: 

Topic 2 Agriculture Michele Byers 
Topic 4 Permitting Janet Larson 

As the full PPA committee reviews the attachments and has further 
suggestions, they will be submitted to you or the expert panels. 

The PPA appreciates this opportunity to submit recommendations to 
you and the e."tpert panels and looks forward to the meetings of the pan­
els. 

A4~/-
Don ifkchhoffex/ r ' 
Coordinator, 
PPA Plan Review Committee 



PIne lands Preservation AUlanca 
PI.n Review Commentary 

RESOURCE EX~ACnON 

I. CURRENT pOLICY 

It hal been recognized from the onset that resourcs extraction poses 8 unique problem in 

tha Plnelands. It Is a resource that Is non-renewable. UnUke any other land use, the USA 

consumes the fand. 

The original Comprehensive Management ptan (p.:249) states the situation ·and concern 

concisely. The all-Important balanc!, of economic ben,fft. and dIsruption of the Plnelands 

ecosystem Is recognized as a situation that must be addressed through mitigation measures. A 

general delineation of registration requirements such as bonding, ptans and specifications for 

operation. and reclamation, safety Issues, etc., has been In place since the origin of the plan. 

Under F~8slb!lltv Considerations. Extent of Ac1lvltles and Symmary_of Impac1s (eMP PI' 151-152) 

are kay statements that .... Whatever soUs have developed are destroyed and the landscape Is 

significantly altered: "Excavation below the water tab!e level. •• exposes the aquifer to possible 

surface contamlnatlon;- and ·when the water table I, exposed ••• a direct hydrologiC link to the 

aquifer II established, which results In aquifer mining and disturbance of groundwater flow." 

II. CURRENT TRENO~ AND CONCERN~ 

A.. Forest Area Mining 

The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation published In December 1991 

documents 8 disturbing thre.fold Increase In mining operations being conducted in the Forest 

Area. The repo~ points out the potential conflict this trend poses In maintaining the conservation 

goals established for the For~8t Ares. 

Twenty-nine (29) approval actions In the Forest Area out of a total seventy-sIx (76) approval 

actions In all Plnelands Management Areas Indicates this area Is under siege. Being often 

contiguous to the Preservation Area, with similar geological features, these sites are desirable to 

the resource extraction industry. However. since the environmental sensitivity of the Forst Area 

most closely matches that ot the Preservation Area, perhaps the Commission should consider 

prohibiting future operations within the Forest Area. 



The Plnelanda PreseNatlon Alliance would make that recommendation to the commission 

based on the existing data contained In the Commission', own findings. this recommendation Is 

II rafleC1lon of the concern engendered by the data. The Preservation Area resource extraction 

sites have not experienced significant change In the. past ten year period and stili contain 

approximately 3,000 permitted but unmlned acres (see Attachment 'A') out of a total available 

grand fathered 8,293 acres. Oata from the approved Forest Area sites within the same time frame 

should be analyzed for total acreage broken down Into mined and un mined categories as a base 

for decision making to redress the balance which has shifted toward economic benefits and away 

from ecosystem Integrity. 

B. Under-Water Mining 

Under-water mining has been and continues to be practiced at various extraction locations. 

There appears to be no regulations governing this practlce in the State of New Jersey. In several 

Instanc •• , older Preservation Area s!tes which appeared to have mined out their acreage then 

turned to under-water mining. Municipalities seeking to address this situation as well as 

environmental and citizen groups questioning this praCtice are directed to the CMP standards which 

amount to a statement allowfng excavation to a depth of 65 feet below the natural surface prior 

to excavation. 

Whit Is the basis tor establishing this uniform depth of 8S feet? The remainder of the 

paragraph containing this standard allows mining below 6S feet If It can be demonstrated by the 

applicant that no significant adverse Impact will occur. The Implication Is that no adverse Impact 

would result In mining to 65 feet. 

Mining to 6S feet would breach the first aqulcluda In most areas of the Plnelands thus 

establishing a direct hydrologic link to the aquifer and disturbing ground water flow. Given the 

Importance ot pro,~~tlng the Cohansey aquifer, a review of hydrogeological data originally compiled 
! 

when drawfng up the CMP would seem to be In order. 

The current concern to fund a Cohansey aquifer study may be a partial reflection of limited 

data In this area. The PPA supports the funding ot such a study and would recommend 'that 8 

specific task within the study be an evaluation of the Impacts of under-water mining on the 

Cohansey and the associated areas of Inter-aquifer transfer, aerial pollution and groundwater flow. 



c. Reltoratlon 

Restoration of excavated extraction sites Is a desirable goal and e~dstlng standards should 

be enforced to assure that restoration occurs. A wide spectrum of responses to reclamation 

requirements exists from property graded and vegetated sites to complete avoidance of compliance. 

Avoidanca Is accomplished In some situations through a combination of a weak locaf ordInance 

end Jlltl. enfo:-cement and Insistence by 80me mining operators that malerials are needed from all 

part. of ~,a pit afea and reclamation cannot begin In any ara. that stUI contains a particular grade 

of sand or stone required for his market. 

Enforcement as we all know is the key to maintaining established standards. It Is In this 

area that the Commission needs to take the lead and create a model for municipalities t. follow. 

A current overview 0' aU exIsting resource operations In the Plnelands by the Commission, coupled 

with a pra-actlve approach such as an annual update and evaluation of cornpllance would be a 

worthwhUe fU1ure task. 

D. Byffer Area. 

Buffer. II determined In the original CMP required 200 feet t'o any property Une and 500 

feet to any residential or non·resource extractton related commercial use In existence prior to 

Issuanca 0' an extraction permit. Industry representatives have successfully argued to reduce the 

Commissloner's roie regarding buffers. A provision to allow for buffers of even less than 200 feet 

Is a lessening of the original minimum standards that should not have happened. Hopefully the 

reduction of buffers will not continue during this revision process. Beyond safety and· 

environmental concerns, aesthetic and noise Issues become very Important to residents of private 

homes adjacent to mining operations. Quality of I1le for the human Inhabitants of the plnelands 

must not be overlooked In maintaining the balance. 

E. Resource Extr'91lqn and the Forked RIver Mountains 

It Is time that the Forked River Mountains ara recognized and treated by the Commission 

as an Important part of the Plnelands which must be preserved. WIthout short·term special 

consideration and Innovative thinking, a large piece of Plnelends heritage will be lost. 1hJ crost 

of the Forked River Mountains divides the Preservation and Forest Areas In a large portion ot 

Ocean County. The presence of Middle Branch, Factory Branch and Oyster Creek stream corridors 
. " 



and their complex network of threatenod and endangered fiora and tauna should mandate extensive 

Invlntorlal and studies to facilitata preservation. Tha Commission should be pro-actlve't,!re rather 

than reactive to the concerns of local residents Ind envlronmenta. groupl. 

A trade-off with the Division of Fish and Game might be proposed In an area like the 

Forked River Mountains to swap acreage of greater environmental sensitivity for state lands suitable 

for resource extraction. Such a bold proposal may be necessary to preserve the ecosystem 

surrounding the Forked River Mountains. Minimum standards are not going to save the Forked 

River Mountains, the Pineland, Preservation Alliance Is requesting the Commission to make a 

commitment to act to save them now. 

III. RECQMMENOATlQNS/STUOIES NEEOeO 

A. Forest Area MIning Sites 

1. Collect and c.ollate data regarding existing Forest Area extraction locatIons 

to determine total acreage and project future production capacity (short . 
term). 

2. SoliCit Industry proJection I of future resource extraction product needs (long· 

term). 

3_ Fund study to assess and evaluate future Industry needs versus maintenance 

of Forest Protection Area ecologlca! values. 

8. . Under-water MIning 

1. Rt-examine original data base for depth standards If such data exists. 

2. Commission study to examine hydrogeological Impacts of under-water mlnln9 

In the Pnelands. 

3. Re-evaluate minimum standards in light 01 inter-aquifer transter, aerial 

poUutlon and ground.water flow Impacts. 

C. Aes1oratlon/BeclamaUon Statui 

1. Conduct study to establish extent of restoration activity since Implementation 

of CMP. 

2. Create system for annual update and evaluation of actIve mining oper&dons. 



O. Butfer! 

1. TIle minimum 200 foot buffer as delineated In the original eMP should be 

maintained. 

2. The 500 foot buffer' requirement Included In the original eM? should be re-

Instituted. 

E. Forked River Moyntalns 

1. Reassesl the statui of the Forked River Mountains as a component of the 

Pineland a National Reserve. 

2. Evaluate the threat of ctlntlnued resouree extraction operations to the 

preservation of the Forked River Mountains. 

3. Investigate Interagency trade-off options to preserve this site. 

IV. SUMMARY 

The Plnelands Commission's original chal;ge Is to preserve and protect the Plnelands. The 

Commission has sought to balance the needs of Indigenous Industry such ~s resource ~xtractlon 

against the pr'eservatlon of the Plnelands unique ecology. At the same time It must. be recognized 

that resource extraction by Its very nature destroys the landscape and vegetation. The three--fold 

growth ot minIng operations In the Forest Area In the last 10 yesrs II an Indlc8tlon of a need for 

strong controls. The Plnelsnds Preservation Alliance recommends a prohlbltlon of further . 
encroachment Into the Forest Area and we hive made recommendations toward reaching that goal. 

Stewardship of the land has become a familiar concept In recent years ... resource extraction 

Is the antithesis of that concept. If abalanca Is to be maintained, the minimum standards of the 

CMP must be strengthened and onforced emphaslzJng many 01 the approaches we have 

recommended. 
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New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • ~st Trenton • New Jersey 08628 (609) 771-0099 

April 17, 1992 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

FAX (609) 771-1729 

Re: Comments on Upcoming Five Year Review of PCMP 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
(NJCAA) is pl~asedto present ~he enclosed comments 
regarding the five year review of the Pinelands 
Comprehensive "Management Plan. 

NJCAA is a statewide organization representing the 
interests of ready mix concrete and resource extraction 
industries. Through the association's Pinelands Resource 
Extraction Advisory Committee (PREAC) we welcome the 
opportunity to share with you our concerns. 

The Association has primarily restricted our 
comments to Topic #2, Resource Based Industries. You 
will note however, that our comments also indirectly 
address Topics #3 (Economic Impacts) and #4 (Permitting) 
as they relate to this industry. We have also included a 
separate discussion of Topic #1 (Solid Waste) as a part 
of this Report; and our comments pertaining to wetlands 
contains several elements which would fall under the 
broad category of Water Quality, the recently identified 
sixth topiC. 

At our previous appearance before the Commission, 
two questions arose which have also been addressed. 
First, the right to continue mining is addressed by 
Appendix II and second, the confusion over sloping is 
addressed in a letter dated January 29, 1992, and can be 
found in the prior correspondence section. 
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April 16, 1992 
Terrence D. Moore, E.D. 

We have included 20 copies of this report so that 
each member of the Commission will receive one. If 
additional information or clarification is needed, please 
do not hesitate to contact us. We would also gladly 
offer any technical assistance you may need to carry out 
the goals of .your April workshops of technical experts. 

Again, Thank you for the opportunity to participate 
in this process. 

Sincerely, 

Williqrn J. Cleary, 
Executive Director 



New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • ~st Trenton • New Jersey 08628 
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Willitzm J. QelU1 
EuCUlive Director 

PREAC CO~ENTS 

Table of Contents 

Executive Summary 

I. Resource Extraction Permitting 

ll. Resource Extraction Standards 

m. Wetlands 

N. Solid Waste 

Appendix I 

Appendix II 

Appendix III 

(609) 771-0099 
FAX (609) 771-1729 

Page 1 

Page 4 

Page 8 

Page 11 

Page 17 

Page 21 

Page 23 

Page 30 



EXECUTIVE SUM.MARY 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association appreciates the 
opportunity to address the key topics chosen for the Pinelands Commission review of 
the Comprehensive Management Plan. Many of our members maintain facilities in 
the Pinelands region and have a vested interest in any changes under consideration for 
the plan. 

The Resource Extraction Industry in the Pinelands Region of New Jersey is an 
important economic and environmentally sensitive member of this community. We 
often represent a ''best use" for land in the Pinelands and in many cases can create 
wetlands, improve vegetation and wildlife habitat. 

The industry has recognized a number of problems which prevents them from 
operating in the most efficient and productive manner and askyou to consider them in 
a factual light. 

I. RESOURCE EXTRACfION PERMITrING 

A. Duration of Resource Extraction Pennits 

Action: 1) Change from a two year permit cycle to a five year permit; 2) allow 
municipalities to extend the duration of their p~rmits. _ 

B. Certificate of Filing: Redundancy of Review 

Action: Amend the ~ to specifically state that receipt of a Certificate of 
Filing be predicated upon providing all information necessary for a local 
agency to determine compliance with their certified local ordinances, not 
based upon a lengthy determination that the proposed development is in full 
compliance with all ~ standards. 

C. Date of Final Pineland Review 

Action: This industry recommends that this standard be changed to specify 
that the two year approval period commence with the date of the no-callup. 
This would provide two years of uninterrupted operations, during which the 
operator would be responsible for obtaining all approvals for the next two year 
period. 

D. Application Review Period 

Action: This industry recommends that the review period for resource 
extraction renewals be shortened to fifteen days from the present thirty 
days. The present review period of thirty days could be retained for new 
mining applications. 



II. RESOURCE EXTRAcrION STANDARDS 

A. Area Constraints 

Action: The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association would request 
that the Pinelands Commission modify the clearing limit in concert with the 
extension of the approval to a fIVe year term. 

B. Depth of Excavation 

Action: Recommends that standard be amended to sixty-five feet below the 
water table. 

C. Sloping of Ponds 

. Action: Amend to Ita shoreline graded to a slope not to exceed one foot 
vertical to five feet horizontal to a depth of seven feet below the surface 
of the water within the waterbody. 

D. Reclamation Standards 

Action: 1) ExPand the list of acceptable species_ to reflect true vegetative 
diversity of the Pinelands; 2) amend standard to provide approval for 
alternative reclamation strategies; 3) the Comnussion should seek technical 
and historical data from the New Jersey Bureau of Forestry on this subject. 

ill. WETIANDS 

A. Wetlands Delineation 

Action: It is the Associations recommendation that the Pinelands modify their 
delineation procedure to be consistent with the NJDEPE and the Army Corps 
of Engineers, by specifically referencing the delineation methodology as 
outlined in the Unified Federal Manual for Delineating Jurisdictional 
Wetlands. 

B. Wetlands Transition Area Standards 

Action: Re-examine the Wetland buffer issue as part of the CMP review. 
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c. Inactive Mining Areas 

Action: This industry recommends that a clear policy be established which 
permits mining wetlands buffers, or areas now considered to be wetlands 
(pursuant to Pinelands jurisdictional determination), up to the existing limits of 
disturbance/inactive mining operations. This policy should particularly be 
applied to those cases where it is clear that the inactive mining area was 
formerly uplands. This amendment would provide an equitable solution to 
those operators who had planned on the continued mining of those reserves, 
and will still remain consistent with the goals of the CMP. 

D. Wetlands Mitigation 

Action: Request that the Commission revise the CMP to al~ow for mitigation. 

E. Impact of Mining on Water Quality 

Action: Joint industry/Commission study to determine impacts on water 
quality including effects on vegetation and wildlife. 

IV. SOLID WASTE ISSUES 

A.Recycling 

Action: Request that the revised PCMP allows for the transportation, storage, 
recycling, use and sale of source separated construction debris to include 
concrete, rebar, asphalt, brick, block, wallboard and wood. 

B. Uses of Waste Derived MaterialS/Composting 

Action: Request the use of certain soils and sludge derived compost material 
be permitted as part of restoration plans at any approved resource extraction 
sites at levels based upon existing research and future Pinelands specific 
research efforts. 
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I. RESOURCE EXTRAcrION PERMITTING 

A. DURATION OF RESOURCE EXTRAcrION PERMITS 

L Existing Standard (7:50-6.64) 

Presently, the resource extraction industry is required to renew its pennit 
every two years. This process is a) highly expensive (See Economic Impact 
Report in Appendix I; b) time consuming due to the permitting process on 
both the local and Pinelands level; and, c) redundant due to the existing 
municipal review required. 

The economic impact associated with this biannual review are severe. As 
detailed in the Economic Impact Analysis in Appendix I, the costs involved 
with keepins all required approvals valid is exorbitant to the point of affecting 
the econOIIl1C vitality of this mdustry. 

Similarly, the time frames included with the two-year permitting process are so 
lengthy as to occupy a substantial portion of the two year approval period. In 
effect, the resource extraction industry needs to engage in nearly full-time 
permit preparation. 

This permit duration-dilemmacan be illustrated by evaluating the typical 
permit approval process for the mining operator in the Pinelands Area as 
follows: 

Step 1 - Prior to the expiration of the two year Pinelands approval, a new 
application must be filed with the Pinelands Commission for renewal of a 
resource extraction approval. According to the CMP, this process should be a 
relatively short one - I.e., submit a complete application and after 30 days 
review time they WIll issue a Certificate of Filing (or Certificate of Compliance 
in an uncertified municipality.) 

In reality, this process usually takes months, since one does not often submit a 
complete application which addresses all applicable and relevant PCMP 
standards on the first attempt, due to the ever changing nature of information 
now being requested. It is more realistic to expect to submit what you believe 
to be a complete application, only to receive a response from the Pinelands 
Commission after thirty days requesting additional information; after receipt 
of which they then have an additional thirty days to review and to respond. 

Depending upon the complexity of the application, this can occupy numerous 
thirty day cycles, extending your application period over a number of months. 
Submittal of complete applications is highly unlikely, even if prepared by a 
consultant familiar with the resource extraction standards in the PCMP. 
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Step 2 - After receipt of your Pinelands Certificate of Filing (or Compliance), 
an application must be filed with the municipality and County Soil 
Conservation District to renew your local mining permit for approval. The 
length of time involved in obtaining your local approval is highly variable and 
depends upon the requirements of each municipality. In pratical terms, this 
process usually averages one to six months. 

Step 3 - After receipt of local approvals, the Pinelands Commission reviews 
the local approvals and, if no objections are noted, issues a final "approval", 
known as a No-callup letter, within fifteen days. If the Pinelands Commission 
has objections to your local approval, you will be issued a Callup letter which 
will involve considerably more time until receipt of your Pinelands approval. 

It is important to note that the final Pinelands "approval" is the N o-callup 
letter, which is valid for a two year period from the date of your local approval. 

. The time which lapses between the date if your municipal approval and the 
date of the No-callup letter is time lost from the two year approval. In effect, 
a two year approval is valid for less than two years. 

In an ideal situation, this process should not take longer than two to three 
• months - thirty days for the submittal of a complete application and the 
issuance of a Certificate of Filing by the Pinelands Commission, assume 
another month for receipt of local approval, and then fifteen days for receipt of 
the No-callup letter from the Pinelands. . . . 

In reality, this process typically occupies eight to eighteen months, meaning 
that the resource extraction industry, by virtue of a two year permit, must 
engage in almost continued permitting. This situation has imposed a severe 
economic hardship on the vitality and ultimate existence of this industry in the 
Pinelands Area. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that 7:50-6.64 be amended to extend the permit 
duration from a two to five year period. This would alleviate the extreme 
financial burden of almost constant permitting, while still permitting resource 
extraction to occur in compliance with the goals and standards of the CMP. 
This industry recommends that this option formally be included as an 
amendment to this policy. 

Finally, an alternative proposed amendment would be to permit any 
municipalities, at their discretion (with Pinelands approval), to extend the 
duration of the two year mining approval. This extension, could be made 
contingent upon annual compliance certification by either the Pinelands 
Commission or by municipal inspectors. It is noted that this option is being 
pursued with the consent and approval of the Pinelands Commission in 
Maurice River Township, where a three year approval is being considered. 
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B. Certificate of Filing: Redundancy of Review 

1. Issue/Existing Standard 

The Certificate of Filing (as descnbed in Part III of the CMP) is purported to 
represent a certification that sufficient information has been provided in an 
application such that a certified local agency. can now proceed to review that 
application. As such, the Certificate is not supposed to re{,resent an "approval", 
but rather a document by which the Pinelands CommissIOn serVes as an "oversight" 
commission for local agencies. 

In practical terms, the Certificate of Filing, and receipt thereof, has become the 
predominant step in securing a mining approval. The review on the local level has 
become of less importance, which does not appear to be consistent with the goals of 
the CMP. The overwhelmingly time-consummg and costly part of obtaining a two 
year approval is now spent on obtaining a Certificate of Filing, after which obtaining 
local approvals is less difficult. The primary review is now being conducted by the 
Pinelands Commission, not by the local agency. Not only is this unnecessary and 
highly redundant, but inconsistent with tl1e goals of the CMP. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This.industty recommends that this redundancy be eliminated by amending the CMP 
to specifically state that receipt of a Certificate of Filing be predicated upon providing 
all information necessary for a local agency to determine compliance with their 
certified local ordinances, not based upon a lengthy determination that the proposed 
development is in full compliance with all CMP standards. This should be inherent in 
the granting of a local approval in a certified municipality. This amendment would 
shorten the review time considerably, while still ensuring that proposed development 
was consistent with the CMP (via certified municipal ordinances). 

It should be recognized that this amendment would not remove any of the "oversight" 
capacity of the Pinelands Commission to ensure that local approvals were in 
conformance with the CMP standards, since the Final Review mechanism would 
remain unaffected. If for whatever reason a local agency issued an approval in 
contravention of CMP standards, the Commission could still "call up" the approval, 
thereby ensuring compliance with the goals and standards of the CMP. 
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C. EFFEcrNE DATE OF FINAL PINElANDS REVIEW 

L Issue/Existing Standard 

As previously descnbed, a two year approval is shortened due to the requirement of 
receipt of a Final Review "approval' after receipt of any local approval (the no­
callup process, as descnbed at 7:50-4.40). The time spent by the Commission on 
reviewmg the local approval (15 days) and writing the no-callup, followed by delays in 
receiving the no-callup through the mail, results. in time lost from the two year 
approval, since the two year approval period commences on the date of the local 
approval, not on the date of the no-callup. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that this standard be changed to specify that the two year 
approval period commence with the date of the no-callup. This would provide two 
years of uninterrupted operations, during which the operator would be responsible for 
obtaining all approvals for. the next two year period. 

D. APPUCATION REVIEW PERIOD . . 
1. Issue / Existing. Standard 

The resource extraction industry is required to submit plans for review every two 
years. Typically, conditions change little between each successive two year period. 
Given this constraint, a thirty day period for the review of information submitted to 
the Commission for mining permIt renewals is too long. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that the review period for resource extraction renewals be 
shortened to fifteen days from the present thirty days. The present review period of 
thirty days could be retained for new mining applications. 
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II. RESOURCE EXTRACTION STANDARDS 

A. AREA CONTRAINTS (7 :50-6.66( a) 11) 

1. Existing Standards 

The current management plan standard for limits of clearing as follows: 

Will not involve clearing adjacent to ponds in excess of 20 acres or an area necessary 
to complete scheduled operation; or will not involve unreclaimed clearing exceeding 
100 . acres or 50 percent of the area to be mined, whichever is less, for surface 
excavation at any time. 

This regulation has bee interpreted by the Commission to limit mining activities to 
twenty acres for the approval duration of the Certificate of Filing. 

2. Proposed· Amendment 

. The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association would request that the 
Pinelands Commission modify the clearing limit in concert with the extension of the 
approval to a fr{e year teI'IQ. The acreage cap can cause economic h~dships 
especially for operations which only mine to a shallow depth or are of the size they fall 
under the 50 percent rule. . 

Therefore, in conjunction with the earlier request to extend the two year approval to 
five years, the Association would request that the 20 acre limit be expanded to 50 
acres. In addition, the 50 percent rule should be modified to allow greater flex:tbility 
for the smaller resource extraction operations within the Pinelands. 

B. DEPTH OF EXCAVATION (7:50-6.66(a)8) 

1. Issue/Existing Standard 

a. Existing Depth of Excavation Standard 

This standard currently restricts mining to 65 feet below ground existing prior 
to excavation; unless it can be demonstrated that deeper mining will nothave a 
significant adverse impact. In practice, this standard is used to restrict.rOining 
to 65 feet in depth, rarely is mining below this arbitrary depth approved. 

When the review of the original draft of the CM:P occured, members of the 
mining industry hired experts to provide guidance in language for the depth 
limitation rule. The 65 feet below water table language was proposed and was 
supported, but when final rule making came out the wording had been changed 
from water table to surface. The change was not acceptable to the :_lining 
industry and the Pinelands Commission has not satisfied the industries 
attempts to understand the basis for the change. 

Page - 8 



b. Loss of Reserves 

There are 2000 tons per foot per acre of sand. This change in depth of mining 
caused mining operators to lose reserves they were actively mined prior to the 
CMP. At the time of adoption of the CMP there was an understanding that 
operators already below 65 feet would be allowed to continue mining to the 
pre-existing depths. However, through each two year renewal process most 
elements of existing rights have been challenged either by the Pinelands or the 
Municipality. It is the opinion of many operators that this process has resulted 
in a taking without compensation. 

c. More Surface Impact 

.. Mine operators must mine more surface area to get the same amount of sand. 
Existing operations intend to fully mine their land holdings so the main impact 
will be a increase in total surface area of mining for new operations in the 
coming years. 

d. Special Approval 

The rule allows a special approval process for gaining the ability to mine 
deeper which is good and spould continue to be allowed. Approvals on 
extending mining depth must also be gained from the local planning board, 

. .which are not required to follow the Pinelands lead in matters such. ~ this, 
placing a burden on the applicant to repeat the approval process to a board 
that may not have the technical training. . 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that this standard be amended to permit mining to 65 feet 
below the water table, not 65 feet below the pre-existing surface. This amendment 
would reduce the total surface area necessary for mining, and would result in a more 
enforceable standard. 

C. SLOPING RESTRICfrONS (7:50-6.67(a)6) 

1 Issue/Existing Standard 

This standard currently re~uires that any body of water created by resource extraction 
shall have a graded shorelIne with a slope not to exceed one foot veri cal to five feet 
horizontal. 

This standard is highly ambiguous as towhat defines the "shoreline". As a result past 
experience has demonstrated that this slope requirement can, and has been, applied 
to varying depths within the water above and above the water line. It should also be 
noted that the standard for restored areas (other than shoreline) is for a steeper one 
foot vertical to three feet horizontal. This standard does not make it clear where the 
one foot vertical to five feet horizontal begins and to what depth it should end. 
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2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry suggests that 7:50-6.67(a)6 be amended to replace the vague reference 
to a "graded shoreline" with a "shoreline graded to a slope not to exceed one foot 
vertical to five feet horizontal to a depth of seven feet below the surface of the water 
within the waterbody". In this way, it is clear as to exactly how far the grading for the 
shoreline should extend. 

The basis for this seven foot depth is that this is the depth which is deeper than wading 
level of child or adult swimmers. Beyond this level the slope will follow the natural 
angle of repose to the maximum depth permitted under the approval. 

D. REClAMATION STANDARDS (7:50-6167) 

1. IsSue / Existing Standards 

The vegetation required for reclamation is limited to a very restrictive listing of species 
which does not represent the existing natural vegetative diversity of the Pinelands. 
For example the standard requirement for Pitch Pines may be acceptable for some 
regions of the Pinelands but is not apprOpriate for other areas. Also, these standards 
do not recognize the utility of "alternative" restoration technique~. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that the list of acceptable species be expanded to reflect 
the true vegetative diversity of the Pinelands. This expanded listing could be similar 
to the listing of native Pinelands species which appears in the Pinelands Wetlands 
Deliniation Manual. The use of these species would be reviewed and approved by the 
Commission for each particular application after considering the vegetative 
characteristics of the mining site region. 

This standard should also be amended to provide approval for alternative reclamation 
strategies on a case-by-case basis. Alternative reclamation techniques could include 
compost as a soil conditioner or use off pre-existing overburden / vegetation as 
growing medium and seeding stock. 

This standard should also be amended so that the types of grasses required for 
reclamation are uniform by the Pinelands and the County Soil Conservation Districts. 

3. Additional Research 

The Pinelands should seek technical and historical data from the New Jersey Bureau 
of Forestry on this subject. The types of trees being planted in the Pinelands should 
be of interest to the current and future foresters in the Pinelands. 
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m. WETlANDS 

A. Wetlands and Wetlands Delineation (7:50-6.3 & 7:50-6.0-6.6) 

1. Existing Standard 

This standard defines wetlands as: ''Those lands.which are inundated or saturated by 
water at a magnitude, duration and frequency sufficient to support the growth of 
hydrophytes. Wetlands include lands WIth poorly drained or very poorly drained 
soils ... " 

The Pinelands Commission has jurisdiction over all freshwater wetlands within the 
boundaries of the state Pinelands Area, which comprises part or all of 53 
municipalities in Atlantic, Burlington, Camden, Cape May, Cumberland, and Ocean 
Counties. The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 
(NJDEPE) has jurisdiction over all other wetlands within the state. 

Pursuant to both Pinelands and NJDEPE regulations, freshwater wetlands are 
identified or delineated via a three parameter methodology which is based upon the 
presence of hydric (wetland) soils, hydrophytic (wetland) vegetation, and 
hydrological indicators. While the degree to which any of these parameters is 
considered more important than the others varies .slightly between both the Pinelands 
and NJDEPE methodologies, they all require three parameters to.be present for an 
~ea to be considered wetlands. The Pinelands Commission, however, utilizes a more 
restrictive definition of wetland soils, i.e, what is considered wetlands by the Pinelands 
Commission may not be considered wetlands by the NJDEPE. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

It is the Associations recommendation that the Pinelands modify their delineation 
procedure to be consistent with the NJDEPE and the Army Corp of Engineers by' 
specifically referencing the delineation methodology as outlined in the Unified 
Federal Manual for Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands. 

B. WETlANDS TRANSmON AREAS (7:50-6.14) 

1. Existing Standards 

The current regulations state that no development shall occur within three hundred 
feet of a wetlands unless it can be demonstrated that the proposed development will 
have no adverse impact on the wetlands. There is a nine item criteria established to 
determine no adverse impact. 

In addition, the Buffer Delineation Model can be used to reduce the widths of the 
buffers for certain land uses. 
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In 1983, Rutgers University, with support from the Pinelands Commission and the 
William Penn Foundation, prepared a study entitled: ''Wetlands of the New Jersey 
Pinelands: Values, Functions, Impacts and a Proposed Buffer Delineation Mode1." 
The purpose of the model was to assist an applicant and the Pinelands Commission in 
determining minimum safe buffers required to protect the Wetlands for a particular 
site. Since its publication, the Pinelands Commission has used this model in 
determining buffer reductions from Wetlands for individual applications. The most 
common use of the model has been to allow individual lot owners relief to enable 
them to build a dwelling on the site. 

The resource extraction industry, however, is prolubited from using the model under 
Special Case Guideline No.2. The rationale for this exclusion is that because of the 
number and size of mining operations, "Environmental impacts on wetlands are 
undoubtedly significant." But both studies cited in support of this conclusion are 
general, rather than specific in nature, and neither study conducted anything 
approaching a long term impact evaluation Darnell, RM. 1976. "Impacts of 
construction activities in wetlands of the United States," U.s.D.E.P., Office of R & 
D, Corvallis, OR, Ecological Research Series, EPA-600/3-76-045. And Havens, 
A.V. 1979. "Climate and Microclimate of the New Jersey Pine Barrens," Pine 
Barrens: Ecosystem and Landscape, Academic Press, Inc. NY. 

In addition, this same Rutgers modelling report cites as references two further studies 
indicating that the required distance for septic systems from wetlands be from 325ft. to 
600ft. for one study, and greater than 505ft. for the. other Harlukowicz, T J., and R.C. 
Ahlert. ·1978. ''Effects of Septic Tank Effluent on Groundwater Quality in the New 
Jersey Pine Barrens," Final Report to the Rockefeller Foundation, College of 
Engineering, Bureau of Engineenng Research, Rutgers, the State University, New 
Brunswick, NJ. And, Walker, E.G. et al, 1973. ''Nitrogen Transformations During 
Subsurface Disposal of Septic Tank Effluent in Sands," J. Environmental Quality. 
2:521-525. In light ofthese studies, we are at a loss to understand how the Rutgers 
report supported the position allowing septic systems, with their associated nitrate 
discharges, to be located within 301ft. of a wetlands. The Rutgers Model is 
inconsistent, highly subjective and not based on any scientific or empirical studies. 

The D.E.P.E. also has wetlands jurisdiction within the state. The NJDEP requires a 
buffer of varying width dependent upon the quality of the wetlands (known as 
resource value). The majority of wetlands are considered to be of intermediate 
resource value and require a wetlands buffer of 50 feet. Wetlands of exceptional 
resource value (eg., containing endangered or threatened species) require a 150 foot 
buffer, while wetlands qf·ordinary resource value (eg., manmade drainage ditches) do 
not require wetlands buffers. NJDEP regulations also provide several mechanisms to 
reduce or alter the width of a wetlands buffer in order to accomodate upland 
deveJopment. 

These wetlands identified as having exceptional resource value are as functionally 
important as wetlands located within the Pinelands, yet the DEPE has determined 
that a one hundred fifty foot buffer is sufficient for wetlands protection. 
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As stated above, the DEPE regulatory system contains mechanisms for the reduction 
of buffers, when required. Under the Transition Area Averaging Plan, buffer 
reductions are granted for a specific location, with the overall buffer width average 
being retained. In addition, general activities which are regulated by the Army Corps 
of Engineers, such as road construction and maintenance, can be performed in a 
buffer or in a wetlands under the statewide general permit program. Finally, site 
specific activities are allowed within a transition zone ora wetlands when an individual 
permit is obtained from the DEPE. 

2. Proposed Amendments 

The NJCAA fully recognizes the importance and function of the wetlands, which are 
critical in the maintenance of environmental quality. They are valuable in flood, 
sediment and erosion control, provide groundwater aquifer recharging, fish and wild­
life habitat, nutrient retenetion and removal, timber and cranberry production as well 
as recreation space and aesthetic values. Furthermore, the NJCAA fully supports the 
Pinelands Commission's stated goal of preserving and protecting the Pinelands region, 
of which the wetlands are an, integral part. But the Commission should select the 
course that also has the most favorable economic impact consistent with the NJCAA's 
position as set forth in this paper that the existing standard requiring a three hundred 
foot buff~ from any wetlands is arbitrary and excessive .. The current standards offez: 
no greater. environmental protection than a reduced buffer would provide. The 
re~lations allow only limited flexIbility for hardships or special circumstances and 
does not even address buffer averaging. 

Therefore, the New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association (NJCAA) requests 
that the Pinelands Commission re-examine the wetlands buffer isssue as part of the 
Comprehensive Management Plan Review. 

In addition, the Association would request that this industry not be automatically 
precluded from utilizing the Wetlands Buffer Model. 

C. INAcrIVE MINING AREAS 

1. Issue / Existing Standard 

One additional area concern regarding wetlands buffers is the lack of a clear policy 
regarding a,.ctive and inactive mining areas which are determined to be located within 
wetlands ,or wetlands buffers. By the nature of this industry, often a site operator 
engages in "surficial" minin~ of an area with the full intentions of returning to that 
area later to engage in dredgmg of deeper deposits. It has been the experience of this 
industry that these man-made areas (legally mined as part of approved plans) are later 
found to have acquired wetland characteristics, or to be located within a wetlands 
buffer. Since substantial reserves may be found in these areas, which were counted 
on by the site operator, this lack of clear policy in the Pinelands Area can result in 
substantial hardships and violations of the CMP. 
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It should be noted that the current US. Army Corps of Engineers and NJDEPE 
policies regarding these inactive mining areas (regardless of their locations with 
respect to wetlands) are clear. As long as the mining of these areas is part of an active 
mining operation (i.e., not abandoned), continued mining is permitted. This policy 
extends to artificially created wetlands which are the result of mining of upland areas 
or mining within wetlands buffers. 

·Copies of jurisdictional guidance letters from the USACOE and NJDEPE are 
e~closed in the Appendice III of this Report. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that a clear policy be established which permits mining 
within wetlands buffers, or .areas now considered to be wetlands (pursuant to 
Pinelands jurisdictional determination), up to the existing limits of disturbance / 
inactive mining operations. . This policy should particularly be applied to those cases 
where it is clear that the inactive mining area was formerly uplands. This amendment 
would provide an equitable solution to those operators who had planned on the 
ccmtinued mining of those reserves, and will still remain consistent with the goals of 
theCMP. 

D. WETlANDS MITIGATION 

1. Existing Standards 

The CMP states that, ''Development shall be prohibited in all wetlands in this part", 
However, the CMP does allow a limited number of uses within a wetlands area. These 
activities include forestry, berry agriculture, fish and wildlife management and various 
recreational uses. 

It should be noted that the resource extraction industry is in effect engaging in 
wetlands creation due to its unique ability to modify the landscape which often results 
in the creation of wetlands as the end result of approved mining. 

However, there is no current standard in the CMP which permits mitigation for any 
other usage of wetlands beyond those listed above such as resource extraction. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

Due to site specific' circumstances or hardships, activities within a wetlands may be 
unavoidable. However, at present, there is no mechanism to allow for activities not 
listed above within a wetlands no matter how critical the project or how minor the 
wetlands. The Association would request that the Pinelands Commission revise the 
CMP to allow for mitigation, such as is available under existing NJDEPE and U.S. 
Army Corp of Engineers freshwater wetland regulations. 
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This Association would also note that there is precedent for wetlands mitgation within 
the Pinelands on the Pemberton By-Pass project. That project l'ermitted wetlands 
destruction in return for wetlands creation elsewhere, ostensably m response to U.s. 
Army Corp of Engineers requirements. We recommend this precedent be extended 
to all other applicants within the Pinelands. 

3. Studies 

Owens Dlinois Study 

The industry has already performed a number of studies on how mining may impact 
the. environment. Referenced below are two of these studies. The first by T. Lloyd 
Associates deals with wetlands buffers and the second by Matrix Environmental the 
more general water table issue. 

In 1984, as part of an agreement between the Pinelands Commission and Owens 
Dlinois, InC., the applicant was allowed to wet mine a two acre upland corridor 
between two wetland areas. Coincident with active mining on the site, a monitoring 
study of the surrounding area was being performed by T. Uoyd Associates of 
Absecon. The purpose of the study was to determine if a reduction in wetlands buffer 
to 100 feet would have a significant impact upon the wetlands as defined by the nine 
criteria listed in the CompFehensive Management Plan. 

As a result, a multi year evaluation was performed on site. The study focused on the 
critical areas of surface and groundwater levels and vegetation/wildlife composition. 
Groundwater data was collected through the use of seven monitoring wells placed 
across the spectrum of wetlands? transition area and uplands. Surface water data was 
gathered through the use of a water level gauge place in the existing dredge pond. 
Vegetation was monitored along two transect lines which extended from the wetlands 
to the upland areas. Finally, wildlife populations, especially reptiles and amplubians, 
were monitored through periodic site mspections. 

The report by T. Lloyd Associates and submitted to the Pinelands Commission in 
June, 1986, and updated in December, 1986, concluded that the mining activities 
failed to demonstrate any significant impact upon the wetlands. There was no 
reduction in groundwater elevation adjacent to the wetlands and therefore no impact 
upon the wetlands; no change was detected on the pH of the ground or surface water. 
The diversity of the wetland plant and animal communities remained the same for the 
study period. The report goes on to state that some reptile and amphIbian species 
may actually benefit from the open water environment created. by the mining. 

As a result of this study, the Pinel~ds Commission, in 1987, issued a no-callup letter 
for the 1984 municipal approval for the site. 
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Dun-Rite Study 

The Dun-Rite Sand & Gravel Company, as a condition of its local mining permit, was 
required to perform a hydrologic evaluation of its Winslow Township facility; Matrix 
EnVironmental Management, InC., of South Orange, N J. was hired to conduct the 
study . 

. The study method included the installation of seven piezo-meters around the site to 
measure the groundwater during peak operating periods and non-operating periods. 
The consultant reported that the study showed that water pumping activities 
associated with the mining 0eeration had only minimal impact on groundwater. The 
report went on to state that There is no off-site impact on groundwater flow" due to 
the mining operation. 

In addition to the studies cited above, non-published data collected by Unimin 
Corporation and the Morie Company from their respective facilities in commercial 
township support the NJCAA's position. The monitoring well data from the two sites 
demonstrate that mining activities have not altered groundwater elevations. 

4. Additional Research 

The industry, . realizing that this would b~ a significant standard modification, is 
willing to join with the Commission in conducting further studies addrossing this issue. 
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IV. SOLID WASTE 

1. Industry Participation in Solid Waste Activities 

Since resource extraction industries engage in solid waste recycling activities and land 
reclamation, we wish to address the solid waste issue only as it relates to construction 
related industries, and not the broader solid waste issue in general as it pertains to 
landfi1Iing, solid waste transfer stations or municipal solid waste recycling programs, 
etc. We further request that the Commission review and amend the QvfP to allow 
recycling of construction debris materials. We further request that the restoration of 
land tracts involved in resource extraction be permitted to use sewage sludge derived 
compost in reclamation activities. 

The concrete and aggregate industry within the State of New Jersey presently engages 
in activities which would fall under the CMP solid waste policies. Currently, we are 
not aware of any members of the New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
who have permits to en~age in these activities in the Pinelands Area. However, the 
concrete and aggregate Industry is uniquely suited to engage in solid waste recycling 
activities and land reclamation which could be of significant enVironmental benefit to 
the Pinelands. 

Presently, industry recycling efforts are dominated by commercial recycling of clean 
broken concrete as an alternative to landfilling. As such, this activity is of 
considerable environmental benefit~ Concrete recyclinR represents a new trend in 
concrete production. Although concrete recycling may not be presently occuring 
within the Pinelands, demolition of existing concrete structures (e.g., roadways, 
bridges, buildings) is occurring within the Pinelands. This presents clear waste 
disposal prOblems, which could be effectively addressed via amendments to the CMP. 

Similarly, the concrete and aggregate industry and affiliated industries would provide 
additional waste recycling, including asphalt recycling and the processing of 
petroleum-contaminated soils for asphalt production. There is existing technology 
available to engage in these activities in full compliance with existing State and 
Federal regulations; to presently occur without environmental degradation outside of 
the Pinelands Area. Several recent cases invoJing the processing of oil-contaminated 
soil within the Pinelands point out not only the need for this service, but also the clear 
deficiencies in existing CMP policies regarding this issue. 

The concrete and aggregate industry engages in resource extraction activities within 
the Pinelands. A characteristic of Pinelands soils is that they are of relatively poor 
quality and depleted in suificial nutrients. Yet CMP policies require that this material 
be retained and reused as the primary growth medium for restoration of approved 
mining sites. Approved site restoration using the pre-existing topsoil can be 
enhanced by repeated applications of chemical fertilizers, which are known to have 
clear negative impacts on wetlands and water quality. Furthermore, there are vast 
tracts within the Pinelands which no longer contain pre-existing topsoil. The 
restoration of the large tracts of land involved in approved resource extraction 
operations represents an ideal beneficial use of sewage sludge derived compost. 
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Indeed, the resource extraction industry could comprise a major end-product user of 
this material, thereby promoting beneficial uses of sludge in full compliance with 
State and Federal policy. 

2. Effectiveness of Existing CMP Solid Waste Policies 

a. 7:50-6.77(a) Categories of Wastes Prohibited 

This policy specifically addresses solid waste activities, forbids the storage, 
discharge, or disposal of hazardous, toxic, chemical or petroleum wastes, 
including oil-spill pollutants. This policy does not address recycling of those 
materials, norwas it meant to during the initial formulation of the CMP (when 
recycling was virtually non-existent). 

This policy does not recognize the existance of these materials and/or potential 
for the generation of these wastes from within the Pinelands. Since this policy 
does not permit the discharge or disposal of waste materials within the 

. Pinelands, it unfairly and unrealistically shifts the burden for the disposal of 
tbesewastes (generated from within the Pinelands) to those areas outside of 
the Pinelands. It is clear that these disposal options are becoming less viable. 
Furthermore, this policy does not address the role of recycling or beneficial use 
of waste materials as a disposal option. 

This policy does not recognize that recent advances in technology related 
to waste recycling are available to recycle concrete and asphalt, and to 
decontaminate oil-spill soils. This technology is in use elsewhere in New 
Jersey in full compliance with State and Federal regulations, without any 
contravention of applicable environmental.standards. 

In addition, this policy does not recognize the need for additional beneficial 
uses of sewage sludge beyond the use of liquid or dewatered sludge for 
agriculture land application purposes. This policy also provides a very limited 
beneficial use for that sewage sludge material generated from within the 
Pinelands. Beneficial use (other than landfilling, incineration or ocean 
dumping) is the stated policy ofthe State of New Jersey and the Federal 
government. This policy restricts beneficial use in the Pinelands only to 
agriculture land application usage, and does not afford the same 
opportunity to the mining industry, the potentially largest user. 

b. 7:50-6.77(b) Categories of Wastes ProhIbited 

This policy permits the collection and temporary storage, prior to delivery to a 
processing facility, of petroleum wastes provided that the storage facility is 
designed and operated in accord with state and federal regulation. This policy 
also permits the temporary storage of other wastes and by-products where 
generated (prior to delivery to another processing facility) provided that the 
stort.ge facility is designed and operated in accord with state and federal 
regulations. 

Page - 18 



By the inclusion of "temporary storage" within this policy, it is unclear as to the 
length of time waste materials can be stored on an approved site before it 
would be considered as other than temporary storage. 

3. Proposed Policy Amendments/Additional Research 

a. Recycling Activities 

i. This industry recommends that existing CMP policies be amended to 
.specifically address recycling activities as a disposal option, and to permit 
beneficial recycling activities of certain types of solid wastes such as a source 
separate of construction debris (concrete, asphalt, rebar, brick, block, 
walIboard, wood, wood stumps and hazardous wastes such as oil-spill 
contaminated soils). This amendment is recommended on the basis that 
disposal options are becoming increasingly limited, and there is existing 
the technology to reuse or decontaminate these materials. 

The following CMP policy amendments are recommended in order to 
recognize the need for additional recycling activities within the Pinelands, 
the c:x:isting presence of hazardous materials within the Pinelands Area, and 

. c:x:isting technological advances. 

7:50-6,77, Categories of Wastes Prolubited should be amended to specifically 
permit recycling activities and such that waste materials can be stored prior to 
processinwdecontaminating at a facility within thePinelands designed and 
operating in compliance with all State and Federal regulations. 

7:50-6.77, Categories of Wastes Prolubited should be amended so that the 
discharge and disposal of waste materials is permitted after suitable 
decontamination in compliance with all State and Federal regulations. 
For example, this amendment could permit the suitable reuses of oil- spill 
contaminated soil after decontamination. 

7:50-6.77, Categories ofWates Prohibited, should be amended by 
deleting "temporary storage" of these materials if they were stored at an 
approved treatment facility in the Pinelands. Alternately, a fixed time 
limit could be set for "temporary storage" (e.g., 6 months), after which 
storage would be considered other than temporary and would be in 
violation of the CMP. . 

This industry does not advocate amending 7:50-6.77 in anyway 
regarding nuclear wastes. . 
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fi. In order to assess the potentiarimpact on the Pinelands from these 
amendments, the following areas should be the subject of additional 

. research: . 

What materials covered by 7 :50-6.77 are already present within 
the PineIands, and what future volume of these materials may be 
anticipated? 

What is the current status of recyclinwdecontamination and 
disposal of those materials covered by 7:50-6. 77? 

What is presently happening to those materials covered by 
7:50-6.77which are generated within the Pinelands? Are the 
existing disposal options likely to remain at present levels 
in the future? 

b. Beneficial Uses of Waste Derived Materials/Composting 

i. This industry suggested the above mentioned amendments to Qv[P 
poIicieswilI result in the increased beneficial use of waste derived 
materials. 

We further· recommend that the beneficial uses of sewage sludge 
derived compost material be pennitted as part of restoration plans 
at any approved resource extraction sites at levels based upon existing 
research and future Pinelands .. specific research efforts. 

The following Qv[P policy amendments are recommended: 

7:50-6.77(a) Categories of Wastes Prohibited be amended so that 
sludge derived compost be pennitted for all land application 
purposes, including land restoration of resource extraction sites. 

7-.50-6.77 Restoration standards (for resource extraction operations), 
be amended to state that topsoil amendments including sludge derived 
compost be permitted, partIcularly on those sites which have no existing 
topsoil. This policy could also be amended to pennit the reduced usage 
of this material on those sites which have existmg topsoil. 

fi. Ample existing data is available regarding the affects of the use of 
sludge derived compost for land reclamation. The overwhelming 
majority of this information is based upon research conducted outside 
of the Pinelands area. Additional research on the affects of sludge 
derived composed on the Pinelands ecosystem is suggested; the 
research recommendations as proposed in the Memorandum of 
Agreement are supported. 
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ECONOMIC J1vIPACf OF PERMITS 



PERMITTING COSTS IN THE PINElANDS 

The permitting recommendations put forth by the resource extraction industry stem 
from the mounting cost involved in the municipal and Pinelands permit and permit 
renewal. processes. Implementation of these recommendations, along with continued 
flexIbility in the permitting process, will help control costs, support the economic 
viability of mining operations and ensure the continued flow of this valuable 
commodity to the economy. 

Pitlelands ll}ining permit requirements including the surveying of topography, 
wetlands, and the outbounds of a site; conducting soil borings; the filing of an 
operational plan and a reclamation plan; and the related engineering and legal work 
are all done at a cost to the mining operator, not only at the initial application for the 
permit, but also in the subsequent permit renewal process. 

Adding to these costs are requirements at the municipal level. An Environmental 
Impact Statement which evaluates the impact of the mining activity on air quality, 
hydrology, geology, soils, topography and slope, drainage, vegetation, wildlife, 
threatened and endangered species, noise levels, traffic volume, aesthetics, 
demography, culture, historical and archaeological sites, and environmental impacts is 
an cmormous cost-generating undertaking. Reports on stormwater management, 
public protection measures, and surface material disposition are also often required. 
MuniCIpalities have relegated mining to a conditional use, and the costs associated 
with this approval process as well as the required performance and maintenance 
guarantees can serve to locally exclude resource extract~on activity. 

While the majority of these studies investigate valid issues, addressing these issues at 
the variouss levels of government and in two-year increments is redundant and costly. 

A survey of mining operators within the Pinelands area revealed the range of costs 
associated with the Pinelands permitting and permit renewal process. While these 
costs will vary with the size of the land area to be mined, they give an indication of the 
investment a mining operator must make before starting an operation and every two 
years thereafter. 

The survey includes application and review costs, engineering costs, legal costs, and 
other costs associated with a new mining permit in the Pinelands and with a renewal of 
the permit on a two-year basis. Other costs include planning board presentation and 
bonding, internal preparation of application, and township application fees. Costs are 
estimated. 

Total cost for a new mining permit ranges from a high of $149,500 to $25,750. The 
average cost for a new mining permit is $60,150. One relatively costly permit has 
skewed the results somewhat; thus the median cost fora new mining permit is 
approximately $32,675. As a percent of the total new permit cost, application and 
review fees account for 9.8%; engineering fees account for 54.0%; legal fees account 
for 24.9%; and other fees account for 11.2%. 
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Total cost for a renewal of a mining permit ranges from a high of $57,000 to $6,600. 
The average cost of a renewed mining permit is $25,198. The median cost for a 
renewed mining permit is approximately $11,600. As a percent of the total renewal 
cost, application and review fees account for 26.6%; engineering fees account for 
43.1 %; legal fees account for 17.2%; and other fees account for 13.0%. 
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II 
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APPENDIX II 

RIGHT TO MINE 



RESOURCE EXTRAcrION IN THE PINELANDS 

It is the position of the Resource Extraction Industry, with operations in the Pinelands, 
that the right to continue to engage in resource Extraction in the Pinelands was not 
taken away by the Pinelands Act. The basis for this position is formed on the presence 
of wording in the Pinelands Act that mandates recognition of existing economic 
activities assuring the rights of existing op~rations. Of equal importance is the 
historical significance that resource extraction in the Pinelands has made in the 
founding of our Nation and in the development of New Jersey and many Pinelands 
Communities. Finally the power to zone under the Municipal Land Use Law does not 
provide the right to preclude existing land uses, only to designate them non­
Conforming uses. The taking of private property for public use requires just 
compensation under the fifth amendment to the Constitution of the United States and 
under Article I of the Constitution of the State of New Jersey. 

Existing Economic Activity 

The high quality silica sands of the New Jersey coastal plain are unique and important 
resources to many industries in New Jersey. At the time of adoption of the Pinelands 
Act, there was a well developed and important resource extraction industry in the 
Pinelands producing construction sand and gravel, .foundry sand, glass sand, filter 
sand, filter gravel, sand blast sand, and other important sand products. Heavy· 
mineral sands were also being extracted for ilmenite. 

The resource extraction industry in the Pinelands had its beginnings prior to the 
Revolutionary War and has continued to this present day. From supplying George 
Washington's Army with cannon balls made at Batsto from bog iron and foundry sand 
mined in the Pinelands, to supplying ingot mold sand to the sand mined in the 
Pinelands from the 1700's to the present led to the development of a major glass 
making industry which in turn established a basis for many other industries to locate in 
New Jersey including major breweries, drug manufacturers, perfume companies, and 
laboratory equipment producers. 

This one resource, silica sand, has had a profound effect on the development of the 
Country and the economy of New Jersey. If the right to mine is taken away in the 
Pinelands the State would suffer significant economic losses. 

The recognition of the right to mine in th'e State of New Jersey is fundamentally 
important to preserving the basis of economic activity in the manufacturing sector of 
the State. 

Page - 23 



The Right By Legislative Mandate 

In Executive Order No. 71, Governor Brendan Byrne on February 8, 1979, set forth 
the criteria for the development of the Comprehensive Management Plan for the 
PineIands. In section three, page four of this Order it says; 

"recognize existing economic activities within the area and provide for the 
protection and enhancement of such activities as farming, forestry, proprietary 
recreational facilities, and thus indigenous industries and commercial and 
residential developments which are .consistent with the findings and purpose of 
this section." 

This same wording is found in Public Law 95-625, November 10, 1978, 95th Congress, 
(92 Stat. 3467), preceding the Governor's Executive Order. Again this same wording 
is found in New Jersey Public Law 1979, Senate No. 3091, approved June 28, 1979, 
following the Governor's Executive Order. 

In the Fmal Environmental Impact Statement prepared by the U.5. Department of 
the Interior for the Proposed Com~rehensive Management Plan for the Pinelands 
National Reserve, page 5.28, it says· 'Accurate figues on the extent of sand and gravel 
extraction operations in the ·Pinelands are not readily available, but they are known to 
be extensive and to be important to the regional economy." . 

In the section of the Final Environmental Impact Statement that reviews the 
alternative of adoption of the Comprehensive Management Plan, page 6.34 section h. 
Resource ExtractIon, it says; 

"In this alternative, existing resource extraction operations throughout the 
PineIands are permitted to continue for an indefinite period. However, if the 
operations are taking place in a Pinelands district deslgnated for Regional 
Growth, Agricultural Production, or Preservation, its future expansion might 
not exceed that area authorized under its State registration certificate or a 
valid municipal permit. Existing operations within the Forest and Rural 
Development Districts are permitted to expand indefinitely.1t 

"New extraction operations will be permitted in all areas but the Preservation 
Area District and the Special Agricultural Production Areas, which comprise 
about 161,000 acres of private land.1t 

In the book Protecting the New Jersey Pinelands, 1988, page 200, it says ''N 0 
application for resource extraction permits were denied by the commission in six years 
of the plan implementation.. All the permitted activities were for sand and gravel 
mining, one of the indigenous Pinelands economic a~ivities that by legislative 
mandate is to be encouraged." . 
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The right to continue resource extraction operations was clearly mandated by the 
Pinelands Act not only based on it's current economic importance but also because of 
the historical significance of mining to the Pinelands. In the Pinelands Management 
Plan, Part VI-Resource Extraction, section 7.50-6.61 Purpose, it says "Sand, gravel, 
clay, and ilmenite are important Pinelands resources that have been mined in the 
past." . 

In a letter to resource extraction industry representatives from Robert Zampella and 
Michael Bolan of the Pinelands staff, dated July 1, 1980 it was stated "As expressed at 
this meeting, the Commission is interested in encouraging those indigenous industries 
which are compatlble with maintaining the character of the Pirielands. The intent of 
the extraction industry program is not to eliminate the industry from the Pinelands." 

History of .Mining in the Pinelands 

By the year 1776, the Pinelands had an important mining industry involved in 
extracting bog iron and foundry sand for the manufacturing of cast metal products. 
From the Batsto Furnace, located in Burlington County, came cannons and shot for 
the.American Revolution. In Ocean County important forges were the Wright Forge 
and Washington. Furnace and in Atlantic County was the Weymouth Furnace. Iron 
production occurred at a number of sites in the Pinelands md came to a close in the 
mid 1800's as lower cost operations opened in other sections of the country . 

. As iron production was slowing at Batsto, glass production was started with shipments 
toNew York City in 1846 and continued to 1866. . 

The high quality silica sand found in the Pinelands was being mined for glass making 
for many years before Batsto entered the business and remains an important resource 
and industry to this day. In 1738 the first successful glass making operation in North 
America was started in Alloway, New Jersey in Salem County. Eagle Glass Works was 
started in 1700 by James Lee in the Pinelands Village of Port Elizabeth. In 1806 
James Lee started to make window glass in· Millville. Several glass plants were merged 
into one Companyh in 1854, and the new company was called Whithall, Tatum, and 
Company. In 1938 this Company was purchased by Annstrong Cork Company and is 
now owned and operated by Foster Forbes Glass Division of National Can Inc. 

In Description of the Geology of the State of New Jersey, 1840. the importance of the 
glass sand deposits near Millville are described. At this time Millville had five glass­
houses using the local high purity silica sands. Theodore Wheaton started in the glass 
business in 1899 and his descendant today continues to own and operate Wheaton 
Industries which employs thousands in Millville making glass products. 

The shipment of pebbles from southern New Jersey to Philadelphia for roof building 
is descnbed in Schevichbi and the Strand, 1876. _On a map of New Jersey showing 
location and stratigraphic dassification of sand deposits from Industrial Sands of New _ 
Jers1ii' 1956%.,.construction sand mining is shown to be active in every Pinelands County 
and dustrial sand in every county but Monmouth. 
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Municipal Land Use Law 

In the Municipal Land Use Law, section c. 40:55D-5 Definitions, I'N on conforming use 
means a use or activity which was lawful prior to the adoption, revision or amendment 
of a zoning ordinance, but which falls to conform to the requirements of the zoning 
district in which it is located by reasons of such adoption, revision or amendment." 

In section C. 40:550-68 Nonconforming structures and uses, "Any nonconforming 
use or structure existing at the time of the passage of an ordinance may be continued 
upon the lot or in the structure so occupied and any such structure may be restored or 
repaired in the event of partial destruction thereof." 

The Municipal Land Use Law clearly states that the existing use of a property cannot 
be eliminated by zoning regulations. The Pinelands and the municipalities adopting 
Pinelands regulations cannot violate the Municipal Land Use Law. 
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APPENDIX TIl 

PRIOR CORRESPONDENCE 



Wrlliam J. Cleary 
Executive Director 

New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • ~Sl Trenton • New Jersey 08628 

December 10, 1991 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 
The Pine~ands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

(609) 77]-0099 
FAX (609) 77]-1729 

The NJCAA represents the ready mix concrete and 
surface mining interests throughout New Jersey. Many 
of our members maintain faci~ities in the Pine~ands 
region and of course are interested in any changes you 
are considering in the Pine~ands Comprehensive 
Management Plan (CMP). The CMP in the past has 
consistent~yreferred to the importance of the mining 
industry to this region. 

NJCAA, through our Pine~ands Resource Extraction 
Advisory Committee (PREAC), has been meeting over the 
past year with Mr. Char~es Horner and Ms. Karen Young 
of your staff. We appreciate their cooperation and 
suggestions. In addition, we wou~d ~ike the 
Commission and staff to be aware of our concerns. 

The mining industry in New Jersey dates back to 
the Revo~utionary War and has continued to this day. 
It is estimated that. in 1988 the non-fuel mineral 
production for the state was $226 mi~lion. Employment 
in the industry directly is around 2400 people with 
related industries who depend on our products averaged 
at about 165,000 people. 

Construction sand and grave~ was the State's 
second leading mineral commodity produced, accounting 
for 27% of the State's minera~ value. Construction 
sand and gravel was p~oduced by approximately 60 
companies in 15 of the State's 21 counties. Leading 
counties in order of output were Ocean, Camden, 
Cumberland, Cape May, and Morris with a heavy 
concentration occurring in the pinelands region. 
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Major uses were for concrete aggregates, asphaltic 
concrete aggregates, fi·ll, and roadbase and coverings. 

Nationally, New Jersey ranked ninth in industrial 
sand production in 1989. Industrial sand production 
in New Jersey also accounted for more than two-thirds 
of the Northeast region's production, which included 
the six New England States, New York, Pennsylvania, and 
New J.ersey. In 1989, a total of 7 companies operated 
18 pits in 6 counties and produced 1.8 million short 
tons valued at $26 million. .Cumberland County, where 
most of the operations were located, was the largest 
source of glass, foundry, and blast sand in the 
Northeast region of the United States. 

Members of the NJCAA extract sand, gravel and 
crushed stone, for use in construction and industrial 
products. While the overwhelming majority of 

""aggregates" are used for construction purposes, there 
are other significant uses, including those for water 
filtration and other means of pollution control. These 
minerals can only be extracted from deposits where they 
are found in nature.. Since transpor~ation costs 
double the cost of the product approximately every 20 
miles from ultimate use, economic imperatives dictate 
excavation or mining" in close proximity to the site ·of 
use. In the case of sand and gravel, which are 
unconsolidated rock materials, close to 50% of all 
commercially viable deposits are in the alluvium or 
floodplain, and under current definitions, are located 
in· "wetland" areas. 

Excavation of aggregate materials often leads to 
the creation of water bodies where none existed before, 
and reclamation activities can be designed to enhance 
and restore wetlands. Many operations are "wet 
process" and include excavation below the water table. 

The two basic extraction methods are open pit 
excavation or quarrying, and dredging. Open pit 
excavation and processing has four major steps: (1) 
site clearing --- removing trees and vegetation and 
stripping over~urden and topsoil, and transporting, 
redepositing, or stockpiling it at or off the site; 
(2) mining --- removing the material from the deposit: 
(3) processing ~-- crushing, screening, sizing, 
washing, blending, and stockpiling the mined material 
to conform t·o standards and specifications; and (4) 
reclamation of the extraction area. 
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Dredging usually involves mounting the equipment 
on boats or barges. Suction or bucket-type dredges 
are used most commonly to harvest sand and gravel from 
the bottom of a body of water. The material is 
processed either on board or transported to land for 
processing. 

In terms of beneficial functions and values, 
wetlands areas created by mining can: (1) provide 
habitat for many species of fish and wildlife; (2) 
reduce flooding problems by temporarily storing large 
quantities of water, and by curbing the velocity of 
flood water; (3) help to maintain water quality by 
filtering out pollutants and sediments; 
(4) control erosion by trapping soil washed from nearby 
farmland; (5) are a source of recreation; and (6) are 
a source of timber and other natural products for 
commercial use. 

The NJCAA agrees that especially important wetland 
resources must be preserved and its industry members 
are prepared to play a unique role as creators and 
restorers of new and degraded wetlands as part of its 
normal activities associated with the extraction of 
aggregates and subsequent land reclamation. In order 
to do this in a 'manner that protects and enhances 
wetland functions and values without undue economic 
impact devoid of environmental benefit, the NJCAA is 
preparing to present its views over proper wetlands 
activities to the Commission at its convenience. 

Many of our members own and operate their 
facilities in Southern New Jersey and are regulated by 
the Pinelands Commission. With the time nearing for 
review of the Comprehensive Management Plan, we as an 
association would like to address the committee and 
make a full presentation on the following suggested 
changes to the C.M.P.; 

1. General Permitting: 

A. Certificate of Filing Duration 

Presently our industry is required to renew its 
P1nelands approval every two years. Due to the 
expense involved, complexity of the filing, and 
the redundant review by municipalities, we are 
requesting a five-year permit. 



Page 4 - Dec. 10, 1991 
Mr. Terrence D. Moore 

B. No Call !!E Approval 

Pursuant to the above request, the renewal date 
should be consistent with the "No Call Up 
Letter Date." 

C. 20 Acres Development Cells 

Request that current approval of 20 acres per 
site of extraction be increased to up to 100 
acres per site of extraction at the option of 
the extractor. This change is being requested 
due to the fact than many different types of 
sand may be located (and in demand) on a 
particular site. 

D. Plan Review Period -
Request that the present review response time 
by the Pineland's staff members be shortened to 
15 days down from 30 days on renewal 
applications, however, 30 day review.period 
should continue for new applications •. 

E. Depth Of Excavation 

Present language of depth of excavation be 
changed from 65 feet from existing ground 
surface to 65 feet below the water table. 

F. Sloping 

New language regarding slope of excavation 
below the waters edge as follows. "All 
resource extraction facilities that remove 
minerals below the surface water level will be 
required to maintain a slope of not more than 3 
feet horizontal for every 1 foot of vertical up 
to a depth of 7 feet below the surface of the 
water. Beyond that water depth the excavation 
will be allowed to stay in its post excavation 
slope." 

2. Reclamation 

A. Vegetation required for reclamation is limited 
to a very restr.ictive listing of species which 
does not represent the existing natural 
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vegetative diversity of the Pinelands. We 
request that this list be expanded to reflect 
the vegetative diversity of the Pinelands by 
using a comprehensive listing of native 
Pinelands species such as appears in the 
Pinelands Delineation Manual. 

3. Wetlands 

A. Mitigation 

Institute a plan for mitigation as per federal 
regulations. 

B. Wetlands Definition 

Adopt the definition of wetlands that would 
make the pinelands consistent with Federal and 
State definitions. 

c. Buffer Relief 

Allow buffer relief as per N.J.D.E.P.E. 
Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act. This will 
make Pinelands regulations consistent with the 
rest of the state. 

D. Wetlands & Buffer Permit 

Provide mechanism that allows permitting of 
development within buffers and wetlands 
consistent with State and Federal guidelines. 

We would appreciate your review of our industry's 
requests, and the opportunity to make a fully 
documented pr~sentation to the committee to factually 
support these requests. 

Sincerely, 

William J. Cleary, CAE 
Executive Director 

WJC:pvh 



WUli4m J. Cleary 
EuCUlive Director 

New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • West Trenton • New Jersey 08628 

January 29, 1992 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

Attn: Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 

RE: NJCAA Comments on PCMP Review 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

(609) 771-0099 
FAX (609) 771-1729 

The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
(NJCAA) would like to thank the Commission for the 
opportunity to elaborate on our·comments recently 
forwarded to your attention at the Public Comment 
meeting held January 16, 1992 in Pemberton. I hope 
that the meeting provided a better understanding of 
the aggregate industry's goals and concerns regarding 
the future of the industry within the Pinelands Area. 

I would like to clarify a point which was 
discussed during the meeting; this point was 
erroneously stated in our comments letter to you dated 
December 10, 1991. This clarification involved "Item 
F" of Page 4 of that letter, which deals with the 
sloping of excavation along shorelines. The specific 
standard referenced in the PCMP is NJAC 7:S0-6.67(a)6, 
which states that "any body of water created by the 
resource extraction operation shall have a graded 
shoreline with a slope not to exceed one foot vertical 
to five feet horizontal. Our comment on this standard 
as given in my December 10, 1991 letter mentioned a 
slope of one foot vertical to three feet horizontal 
along shorelines. The one foot vertical to three feet 
horizontal is the required maximum slope of restored 
areas (as given at NJAC 7:S0-6.67(a)3, not the slope 
along shorelines. 
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This pOint (of error) was raised as a question by 
Commissioner Darlington, who was understandably 
confused by our comment in my letter. 

What our comment should state is that we wish 
NJAC 7:S0-6.67(a)6 be amended to replace the vague 
reference to a "graded shoreline" with "a shoreline 
graded to a slope not to exceed one foot vertical to 5 
feet horizontal to a depth of 7 feet below the surface 
of the water within the waterbody. In this way, 
everyone is clear as to exactly how far the grading for 
the shoreline should extend. When this industry has 
discussed this with Charles Horner and Karen Young of 
your staff during our Pinelands Resource Extraction 
Advisory Committee meetings, they have indicated that 
the pending review would present a good opportunity to 
get this pOint clarified. That is what we have 
attempted to do .. 

My apologies for any confusion which may have 
arisen, and I hope that any confusion is now resolved. 
If you have any further question regarding this or any 
other matters, please do not hesitate to call me. 

Sincerely, 

William J. Cleary, CAE 
Executive Director 

WJC/pvh 
cc: Thomas Darlington 



Division of Coastal Resources 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

TRENTCN 

November 14, 1 

Mr. Raymond Walker 
Najarian Associates, L.P. 
One Industrial Way West 
Eatontown, New Jersey 07724 

Dear Mr. Walker: 

This is in response to your request for a clarification 
on the jurisdiction of the Freshwater Wetlands Protection 
Act (the Act) on mining activities. 

In the case of an upland, where wetlands or open waters 
have formed as a result of mining activities, mining 
operations whic~ were ongoing be~ore July 1, 1988, will be 
allowed to continue and will not be -regulated. However, any 
expansion ~f mining operations into wetlands, -state open 
waters or transition areas will be regulated by the Act 
unless the expansion was part of a subdivision or site plan 
approval qualifying for an exemption pursuant to N.J.A.C. 
7:7A-2.7(d). Once these operations are abandoned, the State 
will assert jurisdiction over all wetland and water areas as 
Waters of the State. 

In the case of a wetland area where mining activities 
have been legally ongoing'before July 1, 1988, the 
Department will again allow these operations to continue in 
freshwater wetlands to the extent that the freshwater 
wetlands were converted to non-wetland areas prior to that 
date. Any encroachment into wetland area$ existing as of 
July 1, 1988 will require a permit under the Act. 

Please be aware that while some of these mining 
activities may qualify for an exemption under the Act, they 
may still be subject to federal jurisdiction. 

If you have any additional questions regarding mining 
activities, please contact Robert Piel of my staff at 
(609)6~3-2289. 

Sincerely, --.--, -- - ----r /- , .... ~ v' \ 
Robert Tudor, '-~-

Assistant Director 

New Jersey Is an Equal Opportunity Employer 
Recycled Paper 
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OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
PHllAOELPHIA OISTRICT, COA~& OF ENGINeeRS 

CU8TOloA HOUSE-t 0 , CHESTNUT $TRI!!U 
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DEC 0 5 1900 

9.JBJECT: ~-{F-R-90-1Q26-1 (JO)' 

David Bell, Ph.D. 
Ec:olSc:ienc~, Inc. 
1 Bank Street 
Rtx:l<away, New Jersey 079QO 

Dear Dr. Sell: 

~ec OS.90 13~43 P.02 

This is in regard to your lett~ of July 18, 1990, 0'1 ~hal f of Baer 
~gr~ateg, Inc:., cO"lCerning Department of the Army jurisdic:tic:n ~ an 
a1-"90ing quarry activ! ty 0'1 a property !denti Hed a5 Lot: 12 of 810::k 96 in 
the Tc::w1ship 01 flchatcD'"'g, Warren Ca...nty, New Jer=;ey. 

Pursuant to Sec:tic:n 10 01 the RiV'&'nl and Harbors Pet and Secticn 404 of 
1::1"& Clean Water Act, a Department of the! Prmy penni t is requir2d for t,oD""k or 
st:nJc:tureS in navigable water"9 of the Lhi ted States and tt-a discharQe of 
dredQed or fi 11 material into waters of the lhi ted State-s includinQ adjc1C:ent 
and isolated wetlands. Pny prop:)Sal to PQrTonn the ·a~ o!CUvi ties wi thin 
the area 01 Federal' Jurisdiction will~ire the prior approval of this 
offiCII. 

Based up:n the in1ormatic:n yo.J have providGd, it has been determined tNt 
th& open ...ater areas and their adja<:en\; ~tlMld5 wh.ic:h exists en the QJbject 
propiirty within the quarry site are not wat.e~ 01 tt-e Lhited St.:a~. This 
determinaticn is based up::n the infonnaticn which indicatE"'3 that these areas 
have been created as the resul t of .., O"l-'QOinQ quarry activ! ty .• 

Thi5 letter is valid for cl periaj 01 five (5) ~ars. J-b..Ever", this 
jurisdic:ticn detenninat:.iO"1 is issued in accordance ... i th curnlnt: Federal 
r~ulatiens based upon the existinQ ~it9 conditions and infonmatien provided 
by yc:u In ycur applicaticn. Thi5 office reserves 1:m ri~ht: to r"e'eYaluate and 
modi1y the Jurisdic:tienal determination at any time should the existino ~ite 
conditions or Federal regulations change, or should the in1onmation provided 
by ycu prove to be fal~, inconplete or inacC:UI"'at.e. 

If yo.J sto.Jld have any furt.her qumstion1S ~rdin<;l this matter, please 
co,tact Mr. Edward Benner at (215) ~7-4722 between 1 rOO p.m. 0Uid 3:30 p.m. 
or write to the above address. 



APPENDIX. E 

mofunsqip of ~arn£.saf 
COUNTY OF OCEAN 

900 WEST BAY AVENUE 
BARNEGAT, NEW JERSEY OB005 

Municipal OffIces: (609) 698-7832 
Fax # (609) 698-8616 

Pinel·ands Commission 
P. O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

REFER TO: 

FILE #: ______ _ 

February 6, 1992 

Ref: Resource Extraction Pineland Areas 
File No: 91-A-211 

Dear Pinelands Commission: 

The Township of Barnegat, Ocean County, would like to 
make known that the Township Planning Board has voted to 
provide the following input to the Resource Extraction 
component of the Pinelands Regulations. 

The Township of Barnegat's Planning Board is OPPOSED to 
the following: 

1. Extension of the certificate of filing renewal 
period from 2 years to 5 years. 

2. The increase in maximum size of the cell being 
mined from 20 acres to 100 acres. 

3. Increase the maximum permitted depth of excavation 
from 65 FT below existing ground surface to 65 FT 
below the water table. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide our input to 
this important matter. 

If you should have any questions, please do not hesitate 
to contact me. 

MUW/kw 

Very ruly yours, 

10. SHIP 0l!) T GAT 

!t.'f31 
C.·Matthew U. Watkins 

Administrator 



Solid waste Management and the Pinelands 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on 
May 13, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for this 
meeting, a series of questions ~o be explored (Appendix B), back­
groUnd information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public 
comments received prior to the meeting (Appendix D) were provided 
to each participant. Public comments received subsequent to the 
meeting are included in Appendix E of this report. 

Mr. Stokes and Mr. Liggett served as workshop coordinators and 
panelists were asked to freely express their opinions as in­
dividual experts and not as representatives of an agency or or­
ganization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and 
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
A .tape recording of the entire seven (7) hour session is avail­
able for review at the Commission's offices. Since different 
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to 
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion 
points and recommendations. 

Recommendations are described throughout the-text in bold and are 
numbered sequentially. Because this particular workshop was the 
fifth in a series held by the_ Commission, each recommendation 
begins with the number 5. For ease of reference, a table has 
also been prepared which identifies each recommendation presented 
by one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es­
timates of the resources and time needed to carry out the recom­
mendation and other information which the Commission may-wish to 
consider when deciding which recommendations should be pursued. 

III. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The panel's initial discussion focused on several different roles 
the Commission could assume in developing and implementing solid 
waste policies and a variety of alternatives regarding the siting 
of various solid waste ~acilities in the Pinelands. Ult~mate~y, 
the panel reached a consensus that the special nature of the 
Pinelands require that Pinelands specific regulations be 
developed and that those regulations should be designed to dis­
courage facility siting in the less developed and least disturbed 
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areas of the Pinelands. There was also consensus that Pinelands 
policies should generally discourage facilities designed to 
handle waste generated elsewhere but should also allow for excep­
tions where a comprehensive approach clearly benefits Pinelands 
protection. Many of the following recommendations embrace these 
approaches. 

A. Role of the Commission in Establishing Solid Waste Manage­
ment Policies. 

Several alternative roles for the Commission to consider in the 
management of solid waste activities were offered by the panel. 

Recommendation 5. Ola The Commission should enter into a 
partnership agreement with the New Jersey Department of Environ­
mental Protection and Energy (DEPE) and the solid waste manage­
ment districts to cooperatively create and implement Pinelands 
solid waste policies. 
It was suggested that this approach would recognize all three 
government interests as equal partners and discourage the use of 
the Pinelands Plan to unilaterally thwart solid waste initia­
tives. It might also result in greater commission involvement in 
decision making" beyond the legislative boundaries of the 
Pinelands. 

This alternative, along with (b) below, appeared to receive the 
greatest support among the panelists. 

Recommendation 5. Olb Establish. an independent regulatory 
framework with affirmative Pinelands oriented goals. 
In this approach, the Commission would independently establish 
solid waste policies for the Pinelands (as it does now), but 
would assume responsibility for developing affirmative and pro­
active programs to ensure that its pOlicies are successfully 
implemented. One panelist stressed the belief that, with a 
strong regulatory framework on solid waste, the" Commission has a 
responsibility to strive for workable waste management solutions. 
Even though it would continue to exercise independent regulatory 
authority, it was suggested that state and county agencies be 
consulted on a continuing basis. It was also suggested that this 
approach might establish the Commission as a stabilizing force in 
solid waste management in the Pinelands; however, others cau­
tioned that the Commission ought to consider and learn from mis­
takes attributed to the Meadowlands. 

This alternative, along with (a) above, appeared to receive the 
greatest support among the panelists. 
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Recommendation 5.01c Rely on statewide policy and seek to in­
fluence and ensure its implementation where appropriate. 
This approach would recognize the state's pre-eminent role in es­
tablishing solid waste policy in New Jersey. The Commission 
would seek to influence state policy when it felt that the 
Pinelands warranted special attention but ,- once the policies were 
set, the Commission would ensure that they could be implemented, 
as appropriate, within the Pinelands. 

Two. panelists opposed this approach on the basis that the protec­
tion against importation of waste might be eliminated. 

Recommendation 5.01d Play an advisory role to DEPE and the solid 
waste management district agencies. 
This approach is similar to (c) -above, but the Commission would 
assume less of an advocacy role and more" of an advisory role 
relative to natural resource issues. 

Two panelists opposed this approach for the reasons cited in (c) 
above. 

B. Recommendations on Facility Siting 

There was a lengthy discussion of techniques for managing solid 
waste, and the facilities attendant to them. Table I illustrates 
the range of such facilities. 

After some discussion about siting facilities on the basis of 
type, size and Pinelands management area, the panel decided that 
certain types of facilities (e. g. , those which are more ex­
perimental in nature) should not be permitted in the Pinelands 
and others should be located close to waste sources and not in 
areas valued for their conservation or agricultural attributes. 
These objectives are generally reflected in the following recom­
mendations. 

It should be noted that local collection facilities (e.g., trans­
fer stations) and vegetative landfills were not intended by the 
panel to be controlled by these recommendations. 

Recommendation 5.02 Prohibit mass burn incinerators in the 
Pinelands. 
Of the many types of solid waste facilities considered by the 
panel, the majority of panelists believed that mass burn solid 
waste incinerators are inherently inappropriate to be located in 
the Pinelands. It was noted that exceptions for certain small 
scale, specialized waste streams from Pi~efands sources should be 
permitted, e.g., incinerating medical waste from a hospital. 

J 



Table I 
Major Types of Facilities Associated 

With Various Solid waste 
Management Activities 

Activity Facilities 

Collection Convenience Centers 
container pick-Up Facilities 
Transfer (only) stations 

Separation Materials Recovery Facilities 
(extracts recyc1ables) 

Recycling centers (reduces volume and 
packages source separated waste), 
either general or limited duration: 

Traditional 
Construction debris 
Other (e.g., hazardous) 

Intermediate Processing Faci1itie 
(I.P.F.) 

Re-use Industry 

Conversion 

Disposal/Reuse Sites 

asphalt (e.g., tires, oil 
contaminated soils) 
concrete 
other 

Refuse derived fuel facilities 

Composting (aerobic) 
sludge derived 
vegetative 
mixed municipal solid waste 
source separated solid was~e 

Anaerobic digestion 
Sludge "packaging" (e.g., pe11etization) 
Incineration 

Mass burn facilities 
Specialized waste 
burn facilities (e.g., 
medical) 

Land application sites 
sludge 
compost 

Landfills 
construction debris 
vegetative waste 
municipal solid waste 

~ other waste 
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Recommendation 5.03 Prohibit composting facilities for mixed 
municipal solid waste in the Pinelands. 
Several panel members recommended that composting facilities for 
mixed municipal solid waste should be prohibited in the Pinelands 
because they are still experimental in nature. The quality of 
the waste stream is variable and may produce a compost product 
which creates water quality and odor problems. 

In response to these objections, one panel member stated that 
these problems may be corrected in time via technological innova­
tions. Another member stated that both mass burn facilities and 
mixed solid waste composting facilities, if properly screened and 
~ited, could be permitted in the Pinelands. 

The panel generally appeared to support this recommendation. 

Recommen~.tion 5.04 Encourage source separation of hazardous 
materials from municipal waste streams. 
As an outgrowth of Recommendation 5.03, one panelist suggested 
that the Commission actively encourage source separation of haz­
ardous materials in municipal solid waste. If successful, com­
posting of municipal solid waste in the Pinelands would be per­
mitted. There were no objections to this recommendation. 

RecoDUllendation 5.05 Prohibit hazardous waste processing 
facilities in the Pinelands. 
A consensus was reached that hazardous waste processing 
facilities (note: processing does not include remediation sites 
and transfer facilities) are'inherently inappropriate t9 be lo­
cated in the Pinelands. 

Recommendation 5.06 Prohibit landfills for municipal solid waste 
in the Pinelands. 
A consensus was also reached that new landfills for municipal 
solid waste are inherently inappropriate to be located in the 
Pinelands. It should be noted that the panel did not discuss 
siting requirements for purely vegetative waste landfills. 

Recommendation 5.07 Limit separation, reuse and conversion 
facilities (with the exception of mixed municipal solid waste 
compostinq and mass burn incineration; see Recommendations 5.02 
and 5.03) to pinelands Regional' Growth Areas and Pinelands Towns. 
There was general support among the panel for this recommenda­
tion. Several panelists suggested that the Commission be flexible 
in permitting alternative locations if Regional Growth Area and 
Town Area sites are not available. The Comprehensive Management 
Plan's (CMP) waiver standards were then discussed and no specific 
recommendation regarding flexibility was offered. 

It should be noted that this recommendation, while broad in its 
scope, was not intended by the panel to limit the siting of local 
transfer stations for solid or hazardous wa~te. 

5 



Within the framework of this recommendation, four separate alter­
natives addressing the source of wastes at these facilities were 
identified. These alternatives are: 

1. Limit waste accepted at these facilities to that which 
oriqinates from Pinelands municipalities and from other 
municipalities within the counties of Atlantic, Burlinqton, 
Cape Hay and Ocean. 

2. Limit waste to be accepted at these facilities to that which 
oriqinates from any municipality within the seven Pinelands 
counties. 

3. Limit waste in accordance with #1 above, but allow for ex­
ceptions if the facility will be acceptinq relatively small, 
specialized types of waste. 

4. Limit waste in accordance with #2 above, but allow for ex­
ceptions if the facility will be acceptinq relatively smal~, 
specialized types of waste. 

Alternative 1 reflects current eMP policy,' which limits non­
Pinelands waste to those counties with 50% or more of their land 
mass within the Pinelands. Alternative 2 broadens that policy to 
include municipalities outside the Pinelands but within any of 
the seven Pinelands counties. 

Alternatives 3 and 4 allow waste from other areas to be imported 
in limited cases. Although a couple of examples (medical waste 
and tires) were cited and two panel members suggested that the 
exception might be invoked upon a reasonable showing that sites 
outside the Pinelands were not available, the panel did not dis­
cuss other specifics as to how such an exception might be struc­
tured. 

Recommendation 5.08 Consider exceptions to facility prohibitions 
where necessary to remediate hazardous waste sites. 
One panel member recommended that the prohibition of hazardous 
waste processing facilities (Recommendation 5.05) not apply in 
cases where they are necessary for hazardous waste site remedia­
tion. In these instances, the environmental standards of the 
CMP would apply. 

The rest of the panel appeared to support this recommendation be­
cause potentially adverse environmental impacts are generally 
short term and are warranted to facilitate these types of 
remediation proposals. 
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Recommendation 5.09 Consider exceptions to facility prohibitions 
to permit the processing of construction and demolition debris at 
existing industrial and mining facilities. 
The processing of construction and demolition debris at existing 
industrial and mining facility sites was recommended to be condi­
tionally permissible in the Pinelands. Recycling of waste 
debris (e.g., concrete aggregate) generated from concrete, as­
phalt or brick manufacturing facilities, wood recycling 
facilities, etc., would be permitted as an ancillary use only if 
compatible with the primary use and secondary in nature. 

C. Regional Considerations 

The panel also discussed regional approaches to solid waste 
management in recognition of the fact that the Pinelands includes 
parts, but not all, of seven solid waste management districts. 
In general, there was consensus among the panelists that waste 
management arrangements that are regional in scope are preferable 

. to independent proposals which individually serve each solid 
'waste district. 

Recommendation 5.10 study how to encourage regional facilities 
to serve multiple Pinelands municipalities and determine which 
types of facilities should be so encouraged. 
The panel recommended that, in general, the Commission should 
encourage the siting of regional facilities because impacts are 
likely to be reduced. Such a policy would be consistent with 
DEPE's evolving regionalization policies and the partnership role 
described earlier in section A. 

The purpose of the evaluation recommended here is to determine 
what types of waste management acti vi ties might benefit from 
regionalization, how regional facilities might be handled within 
the Pinelands, and what steps could be takeri to promote the 
development of appropriate regional facilities. 

Recommendation 5.11 Prohibit the siting of regional or large 
subregional composting facilities in the Pinelands. 
During its discussion, the panel recognized that some waste 
management facilities may be more appropriate to be developed at 
smaller than regional scales • Although this issue could be 
evaluated as part of the study recommended above, many panelists 
felt that composting facilities should not be designed to handle 
excessively large waste streams. For this reason, a recommenda­
tion was offered that regional and large subregional composting 
facilities of all types not be permitted in the Pinelands. 
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Recommendation 5.12 Permit exceptions to waste importation 
limitations when part of a reqional approach towards solid waste 
manaqement. 
The panel discussed situations where it may be advantageous for 
the Commission to permit a waste processing facility in the 
Pinelands which will handle certain wastes from outside the 
Pinelands. This would only apply if it is part of a comprehen­
sive reqional plan which results in other Pinelands generated 
wastes being handled by facilities outside the Pinelands. The 
cooperative agreement between Atlantic and Mercer counties was 
cited as an example of this type of arrangement. 

These types of arrangements might be implemented through 
memoranda'of agreement between the Commission and the involved 
solid waste districts but should only be considered if the net 
result benefits Pinelands protection. 

Recommendation 5.13 Create a committee of municipal and county 
representatives to explore reqional solutions. 
This recommendation was offered as a means to involve local 
government representatives in the evaluation of regional ap­
proaches and to promote regional solutions which are determined 
to be of benefit to the Pinelands and the solid waste districts. 

D. Performance Standards 

Much of the panel's discussion in this regard focused on compost­
inq.and the application of compost in the Pinelands, the reuse of 

.. contaminated soils and the closure of . landfills • 

Recommendation 5.14 Require "closed" compostinq facilities for 
non-veqetative waste. 
Enclosing most types of compostinq facilities with an impervious 
cover was recommended by several panel members. 

Two panel members recommended prohibitinq non-veqetative compost­
ing facilities without an impervious cover in the Pinelands based 
on potential groundwater impacts. 

Recommendation 5.15 Permit the reuse of waste oil from oil­
contaminated soil in manufacturinq processes (e.q., for road 
pavinq asphalt). 
Modification of the existing CMP standard which prohibits the 
disposal of oil-contaminated soil in the Pinelands was recom­
mended by several panelists. The panel recommended that the 
reuse of oil into the asphalt manufacturing process for road 
paving purposes should be permitted for soil concentrations at 
varying ranges. 
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DEPE standards for oil-contaminated soil are as follows: 0 to 
less than 100 ppm is classified as "non-waste;" from 100 to less 
than 30,000 ppm is classified as "solid waste;" concentrations 
that exceed 30,000 ppm are classified as "hazardous waste." 

The reuse of oil-contaminated soil in manufacturing processes was 
recommended for soils with concentrations that range from zero to 
30,000 ppm prpvided that storage and processing facilities are 
enclosed and runoff is managed to prevent groundwater contamina­
tion. 

Soil with concentrations that exceed 30,000 ppm would not be al­
lowed to be reused in the Pinelands. This recommendation was 
based on a concern about DEPE's limited resources to monitor 
these sites. 

Recommendation 5 .16 Permit the direct application of oil­
contaminated soils not classified as a waste by DEPE in road 
paving projects and other similar instances. 
The direct application of fuel oil contaminated soils at con­
centrations up to 100 ppm in protected situations, such as road 
paving, was also recommended. However, concerns were raised 
regarding the potential for leachate contamination of the under­
lying groundwater. 'Since several panel members felt that 
safeguards to protect Pinelands aquifers may not be adequate, 
no consensus was reached on the reuse of contaminated soils in 
this manner. 

Recommendation 5.17 Require applicants to finance independent 
monitoring of all sites where oil-contaminated soil is land ap­
plied. 
If the Commission supports Recommendation 5.16, the panel recom­
mended that applicants be required to establish an escrow account 
with the Commission so that independent monitoring may occur at 
all sites where oil-contaminated soil is land applied. It was 
pointed out that liability concerns would probably deter ap­
plicants from violating the zero to 100 ppm standard. 

Recommendation 5.18 Implement the pending agreement between DEPE 
and the Commission on the use of sludge-derived products. 
CUrrently, the commission has a memorandum of agreement pending 
with DEPE on the use of composted sludge. The agreement 
proposes, among other things, to prohibit the application of. 
sludge-derived products in the Preservation Area District and the 
Special Agricultural Production Area, generally limit application 
rates in other areas to one-half inch, establish procedures for 
reviewing land application proposals, and initiate an ecological 
monitoring progr~m at several sites. 
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The panel recommended that this agreement be implemented by both 
the Commission and DEPE. One component of the agreement, the in­
itiation of an ecological monitoring program, was discussed in 
some detail by the panel. 

Specifically, the panel recommended that a pilot program be es­
tablished to test the viability of using a single application of 
composted sludge on mined reclaimed sites in the Pinelands. 
Since composted sludge allows a slower release of nitrogen than 
commercial fertilizers, the use of sludge might be a desirable 
alternative for reclamation purposes. However, since the en­
vironmental effects of this alternative have not been fully docu­
mented, the pilot program should closely monitor any adverse im­
pacts on water quality and Pinelands vegetation. 

Water quality monitoring should focus on nitrate levels and on 
the introduction of heavy metals and other contaminants into the 
water ~upply. Changes in site vegetation composition should be 
monitored to identify significant growth of non-indigenous plant 
species introduced as seeds in the compost product. 

The pilot program should require a single application of grades A 
and B-type composted sludge onto soil types that are essentially 
compatible with the sludge product. The grade of sludge recom­
mended was based on minimi~ing the potential for introducing con­
taminants int·o the soil. 

It was noted that the timing of the establishment of the pilot 
program would have a bearing on the Commission's ability to con­
trol the content of the sludge product. The product is now regu­
lated by DEPE but is expected to enter the private market as a 
commodity in the near future. 

Recommendation 5.19 Permit land application ot compost derived 
trom source-separated municipal solid waste with an on-site 
monitoring program. 
For source-separated municipal solid waste compost, it was recom­
mended that land application be permitted only in conjunction 
with an on-site monitoring program to trace nitrates and heavy 
metals and other contaminants in the underlying groundwater. Use 
of composted sludge mixed with source-separated municipal solid 
wastes should be regulated in a similar fashion. 

Recommendation 5.20 Prohibit land application ot mixed municipal 
solid waste compost except as part ot a limited study .and after 
DEPE has developed standards. 
The application of mixed municipal solid waste compost was recom­
mended to be prohibited in the Pinelands until DEPE standards are 
promulgated and a groundwater monitoring program is developed. 
Even then, it was recommended that 'land applications be permitted 
on a very limited basis until monitoring results are available. 
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Recommendation. 5.21 Do not require impervious cover for closed 
veqetative and construction debris landfills. 
One panel member suggested that the CMP requirement to provide 
impervious cover when vegetative and construction debris 
landfills are closed be eliminated upon a demonstration that 
qroundwater contamination would not occur. 

Other panelists did not object to the recommendation. 

aecQmmendation 5.22 Do not require impervious cover for certain 
type. of closed municipal landfills. 
One panel member suggested that the CMP requirement to provide 
impervious cover for closed municipal landfills which have not 
received wastes in over twenty years be eliminated to reduce the 
financial burden on municipalities. 

It was. argued that the closure costs for long-standing municipal 
landfills are significant, and the environmental benefit of cap­
pinq is questionable because many of these landfills typically 
contain only household solid wastes. Other panelists noted that 
this exception should be limited to sites where landfill wastes 
are known and where follow-up monitoring is guaranteed. 

Recommendation 5.23 Seek amendment to existing state Resource 
Recovery Xnvestment Tax Fund leqislation to broaden use for 
landfill cappinq. 
Modification of existing state Resource Recovery Investment Tax 
Fund (RRIT) legislation was also recommended by one panel member 
as a method to provide funding to localities. In order to 
qualify for RRIT assistance to cap existing landfills under the 
current legislation, counties (and, generally, municipalities 
under county solid waste plans) are required to increase their 
landfill tipping fees. To date, this runding option has not 
been widely used. One possible explanation for this may be the 
political infeasibility of raising fees for many localities. 

No further discussion on this recommendation occurred. 

Recollllllendation 5.24 Permit flexibility in reuse of closed 
landfills as a source of financing for cappinq. 
One panel member recommended that the Commission permit greater 
flexibility in the reuse of closed landfills to help defray the 
costs of capping, i. e., permit uses not otherwise permitted. 
Specific land use options were not discussed at the meeting. 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Due to a lack of time, there were no public comments. 
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S rdW 01 astc W k I or SlOp R d ecommen allons 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or Morc Panel Members(1) Action(2) 

Policy Framework 5.0Ia Partnership agreement with DEPE Admin. 
for Pine/anus and SWMDs to creale and implement 
Commission Pinelands solid waste policies. 

5.0Ib Establish an independent regulatory framework Admin. 
with affirmative Pinelands oriented goals. 

5.0Ic Rely on statewide policy and seek Admin. 
to influence and ensure its implementation 
where appropriate. 

5.0Id Play an advisory role to DEPE and SWMDs. Admin. 

(I) RroommC'Od.tlonl oIf"" by one or IDOR J*Wi Inrmkn AR' ".Itd whcther Of noIlhC'y wue diKUUCd kl .ktd 01" whether or not they .. ere lupporud by 
otb« panelbu. ' 

(2) ThI'"H 'YJ'C't of Cvmmlulon IKdon. .~ not~: "eMr Iknotea • eMP ItDlCTKhnenlj -Sl~ denote:. more than a nocnJn411 amount alllme for ..... ty.I.; and 
aAdmln.- ckno4t11.et1an ailhout an MtC-ndromt or .tudy. 

(4) Stall rnouroea ace Ihown In Mrl.lDOOlbi (.-m) (the appnntm.tc amount olllal{ lUnc nccn.aryto complctc the tut) ",office.. omocs arc Indkatcd .. 
, ...... , ,. Plannln" S· Sdcncc; DR. Dndopaocnt Rnkw; "'" "-l'ublk ,<0 .... _ No mIrla ... ,......"ud ,oe .... !han I Md IDOntb. 

(S) Mooc1.MY mtrin &r'C wry prdltDJnary atJcnata 01. c:otu auodated Mtb. OOfUIukJn, wntcKt or wtlb the blrln, of Wdldooal.tan. No enlr'ka ace 
pvm W """ .... "1"<'''' 10 be"" !han A.OOO 

(') Nota r~I.tJ( OOIlUIK1IU.,bktr, maJ be rdnanllo the u.nmt..ion', cvaJuat10n ot Ihr r«JOmmmd.l1ona. 

Estimate 

of Resources(3) 

Staff( 4) $$$(5) 

2wm-P -
2wm-DR 

6wm-P -
3wm-DR 

Ongoing -

Ongoing -

Notcs(6) 

o Pinelands prolection given equal weight 
to goals of other agencies 

o Ensures coordinated governmental policies 
o Consensus may be difficult to reach because 
of compeling objectives 

o Question arises as to what policies exist. 
absent agreement 

o Pinelands protection given paramount 
consideration 

o Governmental coordination could be pursued 
but conflicting policies may still exist 

o Except for affirmative goal setting. 
reflects current policy framework 

o Affirmative goals may be difficult. if not 
impossible. for Commission to implement 

o Requires greater solid waste management 
expertise within the Commission 

o Commission would assume a "lobbying" role 
relative to Pinelands protection goals 

o Pinelands protection may be given less 
weight than other governmental goals 

o Commission would not playa major role in 
setting solid waste policy 

o Pinelands protection would be a secondary 
consideration 

o Pinelands requirements could not inhibit 
implementation of solid waste plans 



s rdW 01 astc W kh or s op R d ecommen atJons 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Mcmbcrs( 1 ) Action(2) 

Facility Siting 5.02 Prohibit mass burn incinerators in the CMP 
Pinelands. 

5.03 Prohibit composting facilities for mixed CMP 
municipal solid waste in the Pinelands. 

5.04 Encourage source separation of Admin. 
hazardous materials from municipal waste 
streams. 

5.05 Prohibit hazardous waste processing CMP 
facilities in the Pinelands. 

5.06 Prohibit landfills for municipal solid CMP 
waste in the Pinelands. 

5.07 Limit separation, reusc and convcrsion CMP 
facilities (not including mixed MSW composting 
and mass burn) to RGAs and Pinclands 
Towns. Facilities could service: 

1. Any Pinelands municipality and Atlantic, 
Burlington, Cape May & Ocean Counties. 

2. Any Pinelands municipality and 
county. 

(I) It KOaImcnd.Uon. oil end by one Of lDon pand mcmbtn w-c M,lrd ..nether or ROC they Wt"re diKUued In detaAt or .-bclhct or not they were .upportcd by 
Olhc£ pamUau.. 

(1) lhrc-e 'YJ"d 01 Commlulon k110rwi AA nottd: "CMr- dcnotn _ eMf arMndmnlli ~Iudf drool" .. ore than _ nocnlnal AQ)OUO( of ;:.nw tor analy.I.; and 
·A4mIn.-lkno4n.o","" wtlhout an ~I or .Iudy-. 
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Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff(~) $$$(5) 

- -

- . -

lWIn - PP? -
lwm- DR? 

- -

- -

- -

Notes(6) 

o Exceptions for small scale, specialized 
facilities need to be carefully defined 

o Generally consistent with current state 
policies 

o Impacts upon several current proposals 
o May promote source separation 

o Methods to "encourage" are unclear 
o Recommendations 5.03, 5.19 and 5.20 may 

provide an impetus 

o Will require exportation of Pinelands 
source hazardous waste 

o Reaffirms existing policy 

o Limits impacts to "disturbcd" areas of thc 
Pinelands 

o Siting may"be controversial due to location 
within population centers 

o Renects current Pinelands policy relative 
to waste importation 

o Broadens current Pinelands waste importation 
policy to include 3 additional counties with 
relatively small proportions of their land 
mass in thc Pinclands 



Solid Wasle Workshop Recommendations 
Estimate 

Rec. 
# 

Recommendations Made by One 
or More Panel Mcmbers(1) 

Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Arc" Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) 

Regional 
Considerations 

3. Alternative # 1 above plus exceptions 
for small amounts of specialized waste. 

4. Alternative #2 above plus exceptions 
for small amounts of specialized waste. 

5.08 Consider exceptions to facility 
prohibitions where necessary to remediate 
hazardous waste sites. 

5.09 Consider exceptions to facility 
prohibitions to permit processing of 
construction and demolition debris at 
existing industrial and mining facilities. 

5.10 Study how to encourage regional facilities 
to serve multiple Pinelands municipalities 
and determine which types of facilities 
should be so encouraged. 

5.11 Prohibit the siting of regional or large 
subregional composting facilities in the 
Pinelands. 

5.12 Permit exceptions to waste importation 
limitations when part of a regional 
approach toward solid waste management. 

CMP 

CMP 

Study 

CMP 

CMP 

(I) RerommMdadoN olT~ by II)fW Of IDOR panel mcmbcn arc ti.led ..... c:lhCf Of" nDC Iht'y _ere dllC\llKd In detail or .-bether Of not Ibq were lupportcd by 
otbc:r pancUu&. 
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-Adodn .. - cknotH actlon .... boul '" arDMdrDml or ... udy. 
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&Iwn r "" .. OR _'" 10 be '- th..1I.00Cl 

('1 Nota R"prTKnl .ulf c:omm.rou.-bk:b mIIJ be ~kwnl to the Commlulon', rvaolu.lt.lon 0( Ihe rcoommmdadon .. 

4wm-P 

Notes(6) 

o May be difficult to define the exceptions 
o Recommendation 5.12 may offer an alternative 

o May be difficult to define the exceptions 
o Recommendation 5.12 may offer an alternative 

o Reaffirms current policy 

o Continuation of mine sites will be 
encouraged 

o Ancillary use may be difficult to judge 

o Inter-district approaches may be 
difficult to implement 

o Commission's role may be questioned 
o DEPE role needs to be considered 

o May preclude several current proposals 
under study 

o May prejudge the results of 
Recommendation 5.10 

o May represent a reasonable alternative 
to Recommendation 5.07, #3 and 4 

o May encourage regional approaches among 
solid waste districts 

o Ensuring better overall protection of the 
Pinelands may be difficult to determine 



s rdW 01 asle W k I or SlOP R ecommen allons 

Rec. Recommendalions Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Membcrs(1) Action(2) 

5.13 Create a commillee of municipal and county Admin. 
representatives to explore regional 
solutions. 

Performance 5.14 Encourage "closed" composting facilities CMP 
Standards for non-vegetative waste. 

5.15 Permit the reuse of waste oil from oil- CMP 
contaminatcd soil in manufacturing 
processess. 

5.16 Permit the direct application of oil- CMP 
contaminated soils not classified as a 
waste by DEPE in road paving and similar 
projects. 

5.17 Require applicants to finance CMPI 
independent monitoring of sites where Study 
oil-contaminated soil is land applied. 

5.18 Implement the pending agreement between Admin.! 
DEPE and PC on the use of sludge-derivtd CMP 
products. 

(I) Rr-oonunrod.tiona oUcnd by one or DKl« ,And IMmbc:n ~ N.led -..brlhee or not IhC} ..-ere dlKuued In delalt 01" ~clhcr or not lhcy were .upportcd by 
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Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff(4) $$$(5) 

1wm-DR -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

Notes(6) 

o Relationship to Solid Waste Advisory 
Committee needs to be considered 

o Commission convening mayor may not be 
most constructive avenue 

o DEPE involvement may be helpful 
o Can be incorporated into Recommendation 
5.10 

o Consensus may be difficult to achieve 

o Costs to applicants may be high 

o Enforcement of 'waste" classifications 
may be difficult 

o Enforcement of 'waste" classifications 
may be difficult 

o Uncertain if adequate safeguards exist to 
prevent groundwater contamination 

o Costs to applicants may be high 
o Monitoring would help to address questions 
on groundwater impacts 

o Monitoring will require staff involvement 
o The changing standards and resulting 
quality make results problematic 



S rdW 01 aste W kh or s op R d ecommen atlons 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Arca # or More Panel Mcmbcrs(l) Action(2} 

5.19 Permit land application of compost derived CMP/ 
from source-separated municipal solid Study 
waste with an on-site monitoring 
program. 

5.20 Prohibit land application of mixed CMP 
municipal solid waste compost except as 
part of a limited study and after DEPE 
has developed standards. 

5.21 Do not require impervious cover CMP 
for closed vegetative and construction 
debris landfills. 

5.22 Do not require impervious cover CMP 
for certain types of closed municipal 
landfills. 

5.23 Seek amendment to existing State Resource Admin. 
Recovery Investment Tax Fund legislation 
to broaden use for landfill capping. 

5.24 Permit Oexibility in reuse of closed CMP 
landfills as source of financing for 
capping. 

(I) Ilcoomm~nd.llone ottend by one Of IDOCC rand Incmbcn In:: K.(td whether Of not 'he)' were dllCu ... cd In dcllif Of whether or not lbcy were IUpportcd by 
~pancl"u.. 

(!) llu-H tyt'ft 0( C('ofhmlu41."10 actt.on. ..... noIN: "'CMr dt1lOtn a eM' afDft'\drrwnt; -Study" -knotn 810« than. nomIn" II:I'IIOUnl 01 dma roc analy.ll; and 
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Vvm r oc.U ace apc<:tcd to be &c:... thata SI.. 000. 

(') Notn rTpfnrnl.tJf QO(J).tUft)U ~ .. , be rekvant to the CommINion', evaluation oIlhc m::omatMdatk>t». 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff( 4) $$$(5) 

- -

- -

- -

- -

lwm-DR -

- -

Notes(6) 

o Unlikely in the near future 
o Monitoring will require staff involvement 

o Variable quality of waste may limit 
usefulness of study results 

o Study will require staff involvement 

o Difficult to know whether other wastes 
were landfilled at these sites 

o Difficult to judge type of wastes 
landfilled 

o Need to coordinate with DEPE 

o Types of possible uses and their impacts 
need to be evaluated 

. . 



APPENDIX A 

"Solid Waste Management and the Pinelands" Meeting 

List of Participants 

Name of Participant 

Sukhdev Bhalla 

Rodney Fujita* 

Rona·ld Mersky** 

H.L. Motto 

Patrick Dillion 

Lino Pereira 

Helen Pettit 

Steven Pollock 

Mary Sheil 

Robert Simpkins 

Gary Sondermeyer 

Judy Shaw 

Terrence D. Moore 

John C. Stokes 

William Harrison 

Larry Liggett 

May 13, 1992 

Affiliation 

N.J. DEPE, Division of Solid Waste Mgmt. 
Bureau of Resource Recovery 

Environmental Defense Fund 

Widener University 
Department of Civil Engineering 

Rutgers University, Cook College 
Department of Soils and ~rops 

Atlantic County Health Department 

N.J. Advisory Council on Solid Waste 

Middlesex County Municipal Utilities 
Authority 

Oce.an County Planning Department 

N.J. DEPE, Office of Policy & Planning 
formerly with Division of Solid Waste 

Management 

Burlington County Solid Waste Program 

N.J. DEPE, Division of Solid Waste Mgmt. 
Recycling & Planning Program 

N.J. DEPE, Science & Technical Programs 
Science & Research Division 

Pinelands Commission, Executive Director 

Pinelands Commission, 
Assistant Director, Planning & Mgmt. 
Workshop Coordinator 

Pinelands Commission, 
Assistant Director, Development Review 

Pinelands Commission 
Planning & Research Office 
Workshop Coordinator 

* Panelist attended ·in place of Sarah Clark, Environmental 
Defense Fund. 

** Panelist was invited but was unable to attend meeting. 
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May 13, 1992 

Name of Participant Affiliation 
----------------------------------------------------------------
Robert ZampeJ.1a 

Kathy Swigon 

Pine1ands Commission 
Science Office 

Pine1ands Commission 
Development Review 



APPENDIX B 

Solid Waste Management and the Pinelands 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

May 11, 1992 

Overall strategy and Policies 

1. New Jersey's Solid waste Management Act creates solid waste 
management districts which are responsible for devising and 
implementing solid waste management plans which meet certain 
statewide goals and policies. within the Pinelands, con­
straints have been placed on the use of certain waste 
management practices; however, the Pinelands Commission has 
not assumed a primary role in establishing overall solid 
waste policies or approaches. Should this current practice 
be continued? 

2. If you believe the Pinelands Commission should assume a dif­
ferent ~ in policy setting, how would you define that 
role? How.would such a role relate to the responsibilities 
of Department of Environmental Protection and Energy and 
solid waste management districts? 

3. If you believe that the' Pine lands commission ' s current role 
is appropriate, do you believe that facility siting, perfor­
mance and/or other standards tailored to specifically ad­
dress the Pinelands are needed? Why or why not? 

Facility Siting 

4. The attached table identifies various solid waste management 
techniques and facilities that are often attendant to them. 
Are there other techniques that involve facility develop­
ment? Are there facilities associated with the identified 
techniques other than those listed? 

5. Which, if any, of the facilities do you believe are in­
herently inappropriate to be located in the Pinelands? Why? 

6. Which, if any, of the facilities do you believe should be 
permitted anywhere in the Pinelands provided that "routine" 
siting criteria are met? Why? 

7. To what extent are any of the facilities inconsistent with 
the land use policies of the various Pine lands management 
areas? Why?' 

8. Is it appropriate for the Commission to expressly limit the 
number of various facili tips or to require regional 
facilities as a means to avoid many of the same types of 
facilities scattered throughout the Pinelands? If so, how 
would you suggest this be accomplished? 
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9. To what extent are the direct and indirect impacts of any of 
the facilities inconsistent with the natural resources of 
specific Pinelands management areas? 

10. Are there other special criteria that should be applied when 
considering the siting of any of these facilities in the 
Pinelands? 

11. To what extent, if any, should the Pinelands Plan's existing 
siting standards for landfills and transfer stations be 
modified? 

12. Is it likely that evolving technology may render any of the 
previously noted siting recommendations invalid within the 
next three to six years? How would you suggest the Commis­
sion address the need to continually monitor siting stan­
dards in view of complex and evolving technologies? 

13. To what extent is additional analysis or research needed 
before specific siting standards for the Pinelands are 
developed? How would you suggest that these be ac­
complished? If additional analysis or research is needed, 
what, if any, interim siting conditions would you recommend? 

PerfOrmance Standards 

14. Are the Pinelands Plan's general standards for protecting 
wetlands, rare plants and animals, water resources and air 
quality adequate when considering the types of technologies 
and facilities previously disc~ssed? Do any of these stan­
dards render certain types of facilities infea'sible in the 
Pinelands? 

15. Are there any special performance standards (e. g. air 
quality, water use, category of wastes accepted for process­
ing or disposal, use of waste derived products) relative to 
any of the technologies or facilities which should be estab­
lished for the Pinelands? If so, what specific standards 
would you recommend and why? What effect would these have 
on the feasibility of the technology or facility in the 
Pinelands? 

16. The Pinelands Plan currently .establishes limits on the 
geographic area from which waste may be accepted for dis­
posal or processing. Are these limitations an appropriate 
means of preventing the Pinelands from becoming the location 
of choice for the siting of numerous, large scale 
facilities? Should the limitations be extended to other 
types of facilities? Should they be eased for certain types 
of facilities? 

17. Should the use of sludge, composted sludge, and other types 
of compost be permitted in the Pinelands? Should the use of 
other types of waste derived products be permitted? Are 
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there any special conditions that should govern their use in 
the Pinelands? How do these conditions relate to the 
protection of Pinelands natural resources? 

18. To what extent is additional analysis or research needed 
before special performance standards are established for the 
Pinelands? How would you suggest that these be ac­
complished? If additional analysis is needed, what, if any, 
interim steps would you recommend? 

Miscellaneous 

19. ~e there solid waste issues (e.g. illegal dumping) 
more pronounced in the Pinelands than elsewhere? 
can the Pinelands Commission play a meaningful role 
inq others better address these issues? 

that are 
If yes, 

in help-

20. Do any of the previously ·identified recommendations raise 
special environmental concerns which haven't been discussed 
as yet? If so, what are they, are they significant in terms 
of Pinelands protection,· and how should the Pinelands Com­
mission deal with them? 



APPENDIX C 

Background Information 

for 

Solid Waste Management and the Pinelands Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Pinelands Comprehensive· Management Plan Over lay of Land 
Capability Map and Plate 19-5o1id Waste Disposal Sites Map 

2. Pinelands County Statistics 

3. Excerpt from Subchapter 6, Part VII-Waste Management, of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (N.J.A.C. 7~50-6.71 
to 6.78) 

4. February 29, 1988 Revised Summary of Subchapter 6 of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan 

5. Pinelands Plan Management Areas Summary of Land Use Stan­
dards of the Comprehensive Management Plan 

6. Draft Memorandum of Agreement Between the New Jersey 
Pinelands Commission and the New Jersey Department of En­
vironmental Protection 

7. September 30, 1991 Minutes of the Pinelands Commission 
Public Participation Committee Meeting on Composted Sludge 
in the Pinelands 



APPENDIX D 

Public Comments Received Prior to Technical Panel Meeting 



• ~tatr of NrtU 3Jrr5ry 
CEPARTM ENT OF TRANSPORT·ATION 

THOMAS M. OOWNS 

COMMISSIONER 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
EXecutive.Director 
The Pinelarlds Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

1035 PARKWAY "'VENUE 
CN 600 

TRENTON. NEW JERSEY 08625 

April 16, 1992 

Attention: Mr. Larry Liggett 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

IN REP'-Y P,-EASE REFER TO 

Key Topics for 
Pinelands Commission 
Review 

This is in response to your memorandum of February 28, 19~2 which requested 
assistance on the most appropriate approaches in pursuing the key topics of 
concern in the Pinelands Area. The New Jersey ,Department of Transportation.has 
ideas on topics in the following areas: 

Solid Waste 

The Department is interested in participating in efforts to study the 
application of composted sewage sludge for highway landscaping as a 
·one time· soil additive to help establish roadside turf. Normal DOT 
specifications call for 2.75\ organic material content for seeded 
areas. Since this inexpensive material is readily available, we would 
like to arrive at an agreement on the use & level of application of 
this material. 

Also·, poliCies and regulations should be changed to allow soil-reuse 
in the Pinelands when it can be proven safe and inexpensive. 

A mechanism to initiate these changes is the proposed Memorandum of 
Agreement between the Department of Environmental Protection and 
Energy and the Pinelands Commission. DOT would be amenable to being 
deSignated an ·interested third party· in the negotiations. DOT bas 
experienced staff which deals with soil reuse and recycling on a 
regular basis. 

Pinelands Permitting 

DOT recommends that duplicative reviews between the Pinelands 
Commission and NJDEPE be reduced as much as possible especially in the 
overlap area of the Pinelands Preservation Area and the CAFRA Zone. 
Standard procedures should be developed to determine which agency 
takes the lead and what specifications must be followed. Conflicting 
statements sometimes occur at pre-application meetings for such 
projects. 

New Jersey Is An Equal Opport/mily Employer 
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Growth Demands and Policies 

NJDOT's Bureau of Statewide Planning would like to become involved in 
the review process for proposed changes to Growth Policies and 
designation of the Management Areas of the Pinelands. Also, it would 
benefit the Commission if it attended the annual local outreach 
meetings that DOT conducts to receive feedback on DOT's priority 
projects. DOT may have existing planninq data which may be very 
useful in allocating Req10nal Growth Areas within the P1nelands •. 

In . addition, Policy and Planninq serves as the lead uni t for 
development of the Transportation Control Measure (TO!) component of 
the State Implementation Plan for air quality in accordance with the 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. Air quality issues should receive 
consideration in re-evaluation of growth demands in the Pinelands. It 
should also be noted that the Pinelands Commission officially 
participates in the Statewide Transportation Air Quality Planning 
Organization under the State Certified Organization, the policy level 
body for State Implementation Plan development. 

Thank you for allowing DOT to comment on these topiCS, and please contact 
Andras Fekete at (609)539-2824 for further clarification of DOT's position on 
these topics. 

BJB:slz 

Very truly yours, 

r~~:£i 
F. Howard Zahn 

Director 
Division of Project Development 
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Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance 120-348 Whitesbog Road - 8rowns Mills, NJ 08015 • (609) 893-4747 

Mr. Terrence Moore 
The Pinelands Commission 
P. O. Box 7 
New Lisbon NI, 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore; 

Apri117 J 1992 

In response to your letter of February 28, I have enclosed recommen­
dations on approaches to five of the key topics the Pinelands Commis­
sion has selected for review. 

Earlier this month, :fifteen members of the Pinelands Preservation 
Alliance's Plan Review 'Committee spent a day reviewing these five 
topics. Individuals who attended the meeting spent the intervening time 
writing recommendations for the expert panels to consider. 

The results are enclosed .. The subjects and the authors are: 
Topic 1 Solid Waste Dr. GerardVrien.s· 
Topic 2 Forestry Dr. Emile De Vito 
Topic 2 Resource Extraction William Smith 
Topic 3 Economic Impact Sally Price 
Topic 5 Growth Demands Wl1liamNeil 

The pressure of the short time available and other commitments 
means that the submissions on the last two topics will be hand carried 
to you next week. Those subjects and the authors are: 

Topic 2 Agriculture Michele Byers 
Topic 4 Permitting Janet Larson 

As the full PPA committee reviews the attachments and has further 
suggestions, they will be submitted to you or the expert panels. 

The PP A appreciates this opportunity to submit recommendations to 
you and the e..~pert panels and looks forward to the meetings of the pan­
els. 

A4~/-
Don 'kkchhoffex/ t/" . 
Coordinator, 
PPA Plan Review Committee 



Comprehensive Master Plan Review 

PINELANDS PRESERVATION ALLIA.~CE 
120-348 WHITESBOG ROAD i 

BROWNS MIU.S. NEW JERSEY 080~-

Topic 1: Evaluate the effectiveness of existing CMP solid 
waste policies in light of new, emerging solid waste 
facilities and technologies, e.g. (1) resource recovery 
including composting and recycling, (2) land applica~ 
tion of waste derived materials. 

I. Summary of Existing Policies (7:50-6.71 to 6.78) 

A~ Landfills (6.7~-6.75) 

1. Except as provided landfills are not permitted 
in the Pinelands. 

2. Existing landfills may, under certain conditions, 
continue to operate for no more than 10 years. 
(August 8, 1990) 

3. No landfill shall be operated in the Preservation 
Area. 

4. New landfills shall be permi·tted in the Pro­
tection Area under highly restricted conditions 
and mast be closed by August 8,1990. 

5. Landfills designed and operated exclusively to 
accept vegetative wastes may be permitted. 

B. Solid Waste Transfer Stations (6.76) 

1. Solid waste transfer stations may be permitted 
in certain Areas under certain conditions. 

C. Categories of Prohibited Wastes (6.77) 

1. No hazardous, toxic, chemical, petroleum, septic 
or nuclear waste shall be stored or disposed of. 

2. Sludge may only be applied on land for 
approved agricultural purposes. 

3. Petroleum and other wastes may be temporarily 
stored where collected or generated under 
certain conditions. 



II. Subjects Which Need to be Addressed or Expanded Upon 

A. Recycling, Source Sep~ration and Transfer Stations 

1. These subjects are closely related and need 
to be addressed together. 

B. Incineration 

1. Municipal waste 

2. Sludge 

c. Composting 

1. Vegetative waste 

2. Municipalwaste 

D. Beneficial Use of Sewage Sludge 

1. Uncomposted--restricted agricultural use 

2. Composted slud~e 

a. Agriculture 

b. Landscaping 

c. Reclamation 

E. Illegal bumping 

1. Enforcement 

F. Prohibited Wastes 

1. Add contaminated soil 

G. General 

1. Standards 



III. Recycling, Source Separation and Transfer Stations 

The ideal solid waste ftandling and disposal plan must 
involve the maximum feasible degree of separation and re­
cycling of its components. Whether this involves separa­
tion at source, i.~., by the home or business owner, or 
at a central facility is a matter of local decision. 
Certainly, though, the former is more economical for the 
municipality. As more towns in and around the Pinelands 
wish to set up recycling and/or separation centers, the 
siting of such facilities will become an issue which 
should be addressed in revisions to the eMF. 

Current regulations regarding solid waste transfer stations 
read as follows (7:50-6.76): 

(a) Solid waste transfer stations may be permitted pro­
vided that: 

1. The facility meets all standards and requirements 
of the Department of Environmental Protection; 

2. All waste accepted from outside the Pinelands is 
from Pinelands municipalities or from counties with at least 
50 perce~t of their land area within the Pinelands; and 

3. The facility is located in a Regional Growth Area, 
Pinelands Town, or .Rural Development Area. 

(b) Notwithstanding the requirements of (a)2 and 3 above, 
a facility may be permitted in a Pinelands Village provided 
that all waste accepted is from the municipality in which 
the facility is located; or in any other Pinelands management 
area if the facility is located on the site of an existing 
landfill which is no longer active when the transfer station 
is built, and all waste accepted is from the municipality 
in which the facility is to be locate~. 

Recommendations 

1. The siting of recycling/separation centers should be 
addressed by the expert panel on solid waste. 

2. We recommend that such siting be no less restrictive 
than current regulations on solid waste transfer stations. 



IV. Incineration 

Incineration is a technically feasible alternative for the 
destruction of combustible solid waste as well as of sewage 
sludge (it would probably not be feasible to use the same 
facility for both purposes). Since nothing of value is 
recovered (except, perhaps, some heat) and since the capital 
cost is extre~ely high, incineration is not a preferred 
method for solid waste processing. Ash disposal is also 
a problem since the heavy metals content of the feed is 
concentrated in this residue. Nevertheless it may be useful 
in sOme localities on an interim basis or to handle excess 
waste above that which can find beneficial use. Incineration 
is not currently mentioned in the Waste Management section 
of the CMP. 

Recommendations 

1. Incineration should specifically not be permitted 
anywhere in the Pinelands on the following grounds: 

a. Such an activity is compatible only with an 
industrial environment which is directly contrary 
to the basic purpose of the CMP; 
b. A substantial amount of water is required for such 
an operation which would deplete a scarce resource; and 
c. There i~ no place in the Pinelands for the disposal 
of used scrubber water,containing a-variety of con­
taminants, or of the residual ash. 

2. Any incineration done outside but in the vicinity of 
the Pinelands should use the best technology,' including 
thorough scrubbing of exit gases to prevent air pollution. 



v. Composting 

Composting refers to the breaking down of organic waste 
materials by the combined action of heat and bacteria over 
a period of time to produce an earth-like product which 
has value as a soil conditioner and low-nutrient fertilizer. 
This process may be applied to municipal solid waste, from 
which metal, glass and plastic have been removed, or to 
vegetative waste. Sewage sludge composting will be discussed 
in a later section. 

Composting is a preferred method for the disposal of organic 
waste as it is much less capital intensive -than incineration 
and requires less resources (water, fuel, power) to operate. 

Recommendations 

1. The siting and sources of composting operations should 
be addressed by the expert panel on solid waste, keeping in 
mind the function of the CMP of protecting and preserving 
the Pinelands. 

2. No composting should be permitted in either the Preser­
vation or Forest Areas. 

3. No·.sewage sludge compostin~ should· be permitted in the 
Pinel.ands. 

4. Composting facilities must, at the le~st, meet all 
standards and requirements of the NJ DEPE covering such 
operations. 

5. Closed landfills, meeting recommendation 2, may be pre­
ferred sites for composting operations. 



VI. Beneficial Use of Sewage Sludge 

The use of sludge from the secondary treatment of municipal 
sewage in agriculture as a fertilizer has been practiced 
to a limited extent for many years. Stabilization by 
anaerobic digestion, or other treatment, reduces but does 
not eliminate pathogenic organisms. Sludge has generally 
not been used on food crops owing to safety concerns 
involving not only pathogens but also the possible presence 
of heavy metals or other toxicants. 

More. recently, methods have been developed for the composting 
of sl~dge to produce a more generally useful product. The 
composting process involves mixing the sludge with a bulking 
agent (~.~.,. wood chips) and exposing the mixture to elevated 
temperatures while aerating until the material has been 
transformed into an earth-like product through bacterial 
action. The product is screened and the chips recycled. 

Although the composting process is odorous, the finished 
product is less objectionable than the initial. sludge. 
At least 99.9% of the pathogens are d~stroyed if the process 
is operated properly. The finished product may find use in 
agriculture, landscaping and reclamation as a soil conditioner 
and low-nutrient fertilizer. 

The heavy metals ~ontent of the compost will vary greatly 
depending on the source of the initial sewage, with resi­
dential sewage having a relatively low metals content and 
industrial sewage being potentially much higher. The NJ DEPE 
has classified sludge products into ~hree classes based on 
heavy metals content: Class A, which can be applied to land 
at agricultural rates for 40 years without exceeding limits 
on metals build-Up, ClassB, which can be applied for 20 
years, and Class C, which cannot be used in agriculture. 

A major study of the land application of wastewater solids 
in the Pinelands was carried out in 1973-1976 by the Ocean 
County Sewerage Authority and Cook College, Rutgers, under 
Grant No. S801871. The US EPA, USGS and NJ DEP also parti­
cipated. The study was reported in August, 1980 (EPA-600/2-
80-090) .. The sludge used was anaerobically digested sludge 
from the South Lakewood Sewer Company and the Neptune Town­
ship Sewerage Authority. Application was made to three soil 
types in the Colliers Mills and Webbs Mill areas. "A prin­
cipal objective of the project was to determine optimum 
loading rates of wastewater solids that can be applied to 
the land contingent upon the effects of such loading on the 
underlying groundwater quality." 



Among the observations and conclusions made in the report, 
the following are particularly significant with regard to 
the use of sludge in natural areas (non-crop use) in the 
Pine1ands (p. 7)[ 

"The applications of wastewater solids on natural vege­
tation plots caused a significant deterioration of ground­
water quality beneath the plot. The naturally acid soil 
conditions (ca. pH 4.5) contributed to concentrations of 
many sludge-related constituents approaching and even ex­
ceeding the values reported for the heaviest loaded 
(89.p t/ha/y) applications [cover crop use]. 

~These acid conditions significantly increased the 
mobility of many sludge constituents, particularly ammonia 
nitrogen, organic acids (TOe) and even heavy metals. 

"From these observations it appears that the applica­
tion of wastewater solids is not suitable for natural vege­
tation areas that are typical of the New Jersey Pine Barrens 
if the 44.8 t/ha/y [20 tons/acre/yr] loading rate is utilized" 

of course, composted sludge may not behave exactly the same 
way as anaerobically digested sludge. Nevertheless, the 
foregoing study is the best available guide until thorough 
testing of the effects of composted sludge' has been done, 
and indicates the neeq for extreme caution in the use of 
sludge to reclaim natural areas. 

Recommendations 

1. A thorough study should be done o~ the effects on ~round­
water quality of the application of composted sludge to 
typical Pine1ands' soils. An academically rigorous approach 
should be used such as the protocol in the study referred to. 

2. Pending completion and evaluation of the recommended study, 
no further land application of sludge should be permitted in 
the Pine1ands. An exception might be made in the case of 
conventional agriculture where the soil is maintained at a 
sufficiently high pH (neutral or above) to prevent leaching 
o~ heavy metals or nitrogen into the water table. Berry 
cultivation would not qualify for this exemption. 

3. Reconsideration should be given to the permissible limits 
of heavy metals, especially lead, in composted sludge for 
land application in New Jersey. The NJ DEPE limits on lead 
are 2400 ppm in Class A sludge and 4800 ppm in Class B. The 
US EPA has recently proposed a limit on lead Of 130 ppm 
(40 CFR Part 503, Federal Register February 6, 1989), whlle 
a USDA Group (Cooperative State Research Service Technical 
Committee W-170) has recommended a limit of 300 ppm. The 
NJ limits appear to b~ way out of line. 



4. If future use is made of composted sludge for the 
reclamation of disturbed land in the Pinelands, under 
conditions which have been demonstrated not to affect 
adversely the groundwater quality in the recommended 
study, it should be kept in mind that the purpose of 
reclamation is to return the land as closely as possible 
to its original state and that of adjacent undisturbed 
land. Hence, only enough compost should be used to raise 
the organic content to the relatively low level character­
istic of Pinelands soil and conducive to the growth of 
nat~ve species. Similarly, no attempt should be made to 
raise the pH of either the compost or the land. 



VII. Illegal Dumping 

The problem of illegal dumping, already serious, is likely 
to get worse as the cost of waste disposal continues to increase. 

Recommendations 

1. A renewed effort must be made by all agencies concerned 
with the Pinelands in support of an Enforcement Bill in the 
current session of the State Legislature. 

2. Serious consideration should be given to monitoring 
activities in the Pinelands by means of patrols, surveil­
lance, etc. 

VIII. Prohibited Wastes 

Recommendation 

1. Add contaminated soil to the list of wastes expressly 
prohibited in the Pinelands. 

IX. General 

Recommendation 

1. All activities permitted in the Pinelands must at least 
meet NJ DEPE standards for such activities carried out else­
where in the State. Stricter standards may be imposed by 
the eMP where appropriate. 



,~Wi1litzm J. aear, 
~~Itlczjltiw DirKtOr 

New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • Wt'St Trenton • New Jersey 08628 

April 17, 1992 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 
The P~elands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 . 
New Lisbon, New Je~sey 08064 

(609) 771-0099 
FAX (609) 771-1729 

Re: Comments on Upcoming Five Year Review of PCMP 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
(NJCAA) is p'leased to present the enclosed comments 
regarding the five year review of the Pinelands 
Comprehensive Management Plan. 

NJCAA is a statewide organization representing the 
~terests of ready mix concrete and resource extraction 
industries. Through the association's Pinelands Resource 
Extraction Advisory Committee (PREAC) we w~lcome the 
opportunity to share with you our concerns. 

The Association has primarily restricted our 
comments to Topic #2, ~esource Eased Industries. You 
will note however, that our comments also indirectly 
address ~opics #3 (Economic Impacts) and #4 (Permitting) 
as they relate to this industry. We have also included a 
separate discussion of TopiC #1 (Solid Waste) as ~ part 
of this Report; and our comments pertaining to wetlands 
contains several elements which would fall under the 
broad category of Water Quality, the recently identified 
sixth topic. 

At our previous appearance before the Commission, 
two questions arose which have also been addressed. 
First, the right to continue mining is addressed by 
Appendix II and second, the confusion over sloping is 
addressed in a letter dated January 29, 1992, and can be 
found in the prior correspondence section. 
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April 16, 1992 
Terrence D. Moore, E.D. 

We have included 20 copies of this report so that 
each member of the Commission ~ill receive one. If 
additional information or clarification is needed, please 
do not hesitate to contact us. We would also gladly 
offer any technical assistance you may need to carry out 
the goals of your April workshops of technical experts. 

Again, Thank you for the opportunity to participate 
in this process. 

Sincerely, 

William J. Cleary, 
Executive Director 



w"UIiam J. Qeary 
rxecutive Director 

New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • West Trenton • New Jersey 08628 
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SOLID WASTE 



N. SOLID WASTE 

1. Industry Participation in Solid Waste Activities 

Since resource extraction industries engage in solid waste recycling activities and land 
reclamation, we wish to address the solid waste issue only as it relates to construction 
related industries, and not the broader solid waste issue in general as it pertains to 
landfilling, solid waste transfer stations or municipal solid waste recycling programs, 
etc. We further request that the Commission review and amend the CMP to allow 
recycling of construction debris materials. We further request that the restoration of 
land tracts involved in resource extraction be permitted to use sewage sludge derived 
compost in reclamation activities. 

The concrete and aggregate industry within the State of New Jersey presently engages 
in activities which would fall under the CMP solid waste policies. Currently, we are 
not aware of any members of the New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
who have permits to en~age in these activities in the Pinelands Area. However, the 
concrete and aggregate mdustry is uniquely suited to engage in solid waste recycling 
activities and land reclamation which could be of significant environmental benefit to 
the Pinelands. . 

Presently" industry recycling efforts are dominated by commercial.recycling of clean 
broken concrete as an alternative to landfilling. As such, this qctivity is of 
considerable environmental benefit. Concrete recycling represents a new trend in 
concrete production. Although concrete recycling may not be presently occuring 
within the Pinelands, demolition of existing concrete structures (e.g., roadways, 
bridges, buildings) is occurring within the Pinelands. This presents clear waste 
disposal problems, which could be effectively addressed via amendments to the CMP. 

Similarly, the' concrete and aggregate industry 2nd affiliated industries would provide 
additional waste recycling, including asphalt recycling and the processing of 
petroleum-contaminated soils for asphalt production. There is existing technology 
available to engage in these activities in full compliance with existing State and 
Federal regulations; to presently occur without environmental degradation outside of 
the Pinelands Area. Several recent cases involing the processing of oil-contaminated 
soil within the Pinelands point out not only the need for this service, but also the clear 
deficiencies in existing CMP policies regarding this issue. 

The concrete and aggregate industry engages in resource extraction activities within 
the Pinelands. A characteristic of Pinelands soils is that they are of relatively poor 
quality and depleted in suificial nutrients. Yet CMP policies require that this material 
be retained and reused as the primary growth medIUm for restoration of approved 
mining sites. Approved site restoration using the pre-existing topsoil can be 
enhanced by repeated applications of chemical fertilizers, which are known to have 
clear negative impacts on wetlands and water quality. Furthermore, there are vast 
tracts within the Pinelands which no longer contain pre-existing topsoil. The 
restoration of the large tracts of land involved in approved resource extraction 
operations represents an ideal beneficial use of sev age sludge derived compost. 
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Indeed, the resource extraction industry could comprise a major end-product user of 
this material, thereby promoting beneficial uses of sludge in full compliance with 
State and Federal policy. 

2. Effectiveness of Existing CMP Solid Waste Policies 

a. 7:50-6.77(a) Categories of Wastes Prohibited 

This policy specifically addresses solid waste activities, forbids the storage, 
discharge, or disposal of hazardous, toxic, chemical or petroleum wastes, 
including oil-spill pollutants. This policy does not address recycling of those 
materials, nor was it meant to during the initial formulation of the CMP (when 
recycling was virtually non-existent). 

This policy does not recognize the existance of these materials and/or potential 
for the generation of these wastes from within the Pinelands. Since this policy 
does not permit the discharge or disposal of waste materials within the 
Pinelands, it unfairly and unrealistically shifts the burden for the disposal of 
thesewastes (generated from within the Pinelands) to those areas outside of 
the Pinelands. It is clear that these disposal options are becoming less viable. 
Furthermore, this policy does not addreS$ the role of recycling or beneficial use 
of waste materials as a disposal Qption. 

This policy does not recognize that recent advances in technology related 
to waste recycling are available to· recycle concrete and asphalt, and to 
decontaminate oil-spill soils. This technology is in use elsewhere in New 
Jersey in full compliance with State and Federal regulations, without any 
contravention of applicable environmental standards. 

In addition, this policy does not recognize the need for additional beneficial 
uses of sewage sludge beyond the use of liquid or dewatered sludge for 
agriculture land application purposes. This policy also provides a very limited 
beneficial use for that sewage sludge material generated from within the 
Pinelands. Beneficial use (other than landfilling, incineration or ocean 
dumping) is the stated policy of the State of New Jersey and the Federal 
government. This policy restricts beneficial use in the Pinelands only to 
agriculture land application usage, and does not afford the same 
opportunity to the mining industry, the potentially largest user. 

b. 7:50-6.77(b) Categories of Wastes ProhIbited 

This policy permits the collection and temporary storage, prior to delivery to a 
processing facility, of petroleum wastes provided that the storage facility is 
designed and operated in accord with state and federal regulation. This policy 
also permits the temporary storage of other wastes and by-products where 
generated (prior to delivery to another processing facility) provided that the 
storage facility is designed and operated in accord with state and federal 
regulations. 
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By the inclusion of "temporary storage"within this policy, it is unclear as to the 
length of time waste materials can be stored on an approved site before it 
would be considered as other than temporary storage. 

3. Proposed Policy Amendments/Additional Research 

a. Recycling Activities 

i. This industry recommends that existing CMP policies be amended to 
specifically address recycling activities as a disposal option, and to permit 
beneficial recycling activities of certain types of solid wastes such as a source 
.separate of construction debris (concrete, asphalt, rebar, brick, block, 
wallboard, wood, wood stumps and hazardous wastes such as oil-spill 
contaminated soils). This amendment is recommended on the basis that 
disposal options are becoming increasingly limited, and there is existing 
the technology to reuse or decontaminate these materials. 

The following CMP policy amendments are recommended in order to 
recognize the need for additional recycling activities within the Pinelands, 
the existing presence of hazardous materials within the Pinelands Area, and 
exi~g technological advances. 

7:50-6.TI, Categories of Wastes Prolubited should be amended to specifically 
permit recycling activities and such that waste materials can be stored prior to 
processing/decontaminating at a facility within thePinelands designed and 
operating in compliance with all State and Federal regulations .. 

7:50-6.77, Categories of Wastes Prolubited should be amended so that the 
discharge and disposal of waste materials is permitted after suitable 
decontamination in compliance with all State and Federal regulations. 
For example, this amendment could pennit the suitable reuses of oil- spill 
contaminated soil after decontamination. 

7:50-6.77, Categories ofWates Prohibited, should be amended by 
deleting "temporary storage" of these materials if they were stored at an 
approved treatment facility in the Pinelands. Alternately, a [lXed time 
limit could be set for "temporary storage" (e.g., 6 months), after which 
storage would be considered other than temporary and would be in 
violation of the CMP. 

This industry does not advocate amending 7:50-6.77 in anyway 
regarding nuclear wastes. 
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ii. In order to assess the potential impact on the Pinelands from these 
amendments, the following ar_eas should be the subject of additional 
research: 

What materials covered by 7 :50-6. 77 are already present within 
the Pinelands, and what future volume of these materials may be 
anticipated? 

What is the current status ofrecyclingldecontamination and 
disposal of those materials covered by 7 :50-6. 77? 

What is presently happening to those materials covered by 
7:50-6.77 which are generated within the Pinelands? Are the 
existing disposal options likely to remain at present levels 
in the future? 

b. Beneficial Uses of Waste Derived Materials/Composting 

i. This industry suggested the abovementioned amendments to CMP 
policies will result in the increased beneficial use of waste derived 
materials. 

We further recommend that the beneficial uses of sewage sludge 
derived compost material be permitted as part of restoration plans 
at any approved resource extraction sites at levels based upon existing 
research and future Pinelands-specific research efforts. 

The following 0vIP policy amendments are recommended: 

7:50-6.77(a) Categories of Wastes Prohibited be amended so that 
sludge derived compost be permitted for all land application 
purposes, including land restoration of resource extraction sites. 

7:50-6.77 Restoration standards (for resource extraction operations), 
be amended to state that topsoil amendments including sludge derived 
compost be permitted, partlcularly on those sites which have no existing 
topsoil. This policy could also be amended to permit the reduced usage 
of this material on those sites which have existing topsoil. 

ii. Ample existing data is available regarding the affects of the use of 
sludge derived compost for land reclamation. The overwhelming 
majority of this information is based upon research conducted outside 
of the Pinelands area. Additional research on the affects of sludge 
derived composed on the Pinelands ecosystem is suggested; the 
research recommendations as proposed in the Memorandum of 
Agreement are supported. 
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APPENDIX E 

Public Comments Received After Technical Panel Meeting 



May 17, 1992 

Lois Cristarella 
Resource Planner 
Pinelands Commission 
PO Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Lois: 

HAY 2 11992 

I read the materials yesterday. You seem to have outstanding 
scientific expertise and public input. My only concern is the 
absenc.e of someone with expertise in systems analysis. That is, 
how do you plan to estimate the advantages and disadvantages of 
different answers to the solid was'ce questions: The area is so 
large and the options so many, that it tolQu1d appear to me that you 
need to do some systematic studies of the options. Risk analyses 
and cost/benefit analyses of the technological options, and a site 
screening analysis of various sites would appear to be a minimum. 
Does this make sense? 

I ,-



BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES 

A TLANTtC REGION 

July 20, 1992 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, Chairman 
New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
P. O. Box 7, Springfield Road 
New Liston, NJ 08064 

Dear Chairman Sullivan: 

It is my understanding that the Commission is currently considering 
revisions to its Comprehensive Plan and Regulations. With this in mind, I 
am enclosing a pilot project concept for the conversion of a BFI subsidiary 
landfill to a golf course. 

Due to the proj ect' s utilization of a solid/dewatered sludge mix 
(sample enclosed), I am told that current regulations would not permit this 
type of use. Perhaps the issue of sludge beneficiation can be re-examined 
through this proposal. 

Although the attached document is only conceptual in nature at this 
time, upon some indication from the Commission that it is potentially 
approvable, I would be pleased to prepare and submit all appropriate 
technical data. 

Please call at any time questions may arise. 

Very truly your~, 

Divisional Vice President 

KW/vlk 

Enclosures 

cc: Pinelands Commission Members 

GATEWAY INTERNATIONAL BUILDING. 1302 CONCOURSE DRIVE. SUITE 400· LINTHICUM. MARYLAND 21090 
(410) 850-7444 • FAX (410) 684-3856 
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I. •• BACKGROUND 

The Pinelands Park Landfill is located in Egg Harbor 
Township and is bordered by Ocean Heights Avenue, Zion Road 
and South Mount Airy Avenue. The 170 acre site accepted 
Municipal solid waste from the early 1950' s to when it 
closed on AugUst 8, 1990. 

BFI gained ownership of the site in February, 1983 with the 
acquisition of a large multi-state corporation. Legally, 
the site is owned by Newco Waste Systems of New Jersey, a 
wholly owned subsidiary of Browning-Ferris Industries. 

Early . sections of the landfill have no liners or leachate 
collection systems, some have two feet of clay as a liner 
and the newest cells have a double composite lining with a 
back-up leachate collection system under the pr~ry liner. 

The entire site is capped with a system to block rainwater 
from penetrating into the landfill. The cap design differs 
on flat and sloping areas and is shown on an attached 
illustration in the Appendix. Two infiltration basins 
collect and retain all storm water runoff. All of the 
landfilled area is surrounded by monitoring wells and there 
is an active methane collection and flaring system 
installed. 

Leachate from the site is ~rucked to a state permitted 
treatment plant on a re~lar basis. 



Recycled pacer 

II.. PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSAL 

Egg Harbor Township officials have approached Newco with an 
interest in having the closed landfill utilized for a public 
golf course. A Township Ad Hoc advisory commi ttee on the 
concept was formed and a number of golf design/build firms 
appeared before both the Ad Hoc committee and the Township 
Governing Body. 

Newco has conceptually agreed to grant a $1 surface easement 
to the Township for this purpose with the condition that a 
minimum of 5 feet of fill material separate all surface 
activities from the landfill cap. 

The concept of placing golf courses on closed landfills is 
not entirely new. Appendix C includes an article in a 
leading golf publication that reviews the concept. 

All the golf course consultants in contact with the Township 
appeared to have a similar message --- a new course could 
not financially succeed if 5 feet of soil had to be trucked 
in. Yet technical advisors to Newco feel this requirement 
is essential to protect the environmental integrity of the 
site. 

As an alternative, Newco offered to consider bringing in a 
one-part sludge- to three-parts soil mix. The advantages of 
this approach are: 

1) No cost to the Township for fill material. 

2) A percent of revenue would be paid to the Township 
to help off-set the cost of construction. 

3) An opportunity to 
beneficiation project. 

demonstrate a sludge 

4) An opportunity to turn a barren site into an 
attractive community asset that could enhance 
property values. 

5) An ability to demonstrate that landfills can have 
desirable end uses placed on them. 

On April 1, 1992, a letter was sent to Pinelands Commission 
staff seeking an informal opinion on whether this type of 
project could be approvable. The response, dated June 3rd, 
essentially concluded that the rules do not permit it at 
this time (copies of both the letter and response are 
included in the Appen~ix). 

- 2 -



Recycled pace' 

It is our understanding that the Conunission is currently 
revisiting its plan and regulations and that the time may 
now be appropriate to raise this issue through submission of 
this proposal. 
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RecycleCl pace' 

III. THE PROPOSAL 

Newco proposes to mix one-part dewatered sewage treatment 
plant sludge with three-parts of clean soil together with 
any required lime additives. The sludge would be pre-tested 
for metals and other constituents prior to acceptance, and 
the mixing would take place on-site. Five feet of 
soil/sludge material would be placed on top of the site to 
serve as a buffer between golfers and the landfill's cap. 

All storm water runs off into two on-site basins. It is 
proposed that water from these basins be used to irrigate 

. the· golf course. Alternative designs to place liners in the 
basins could be considered. Under that approach, water 
could be tested prior to discharge. 

The design 
landscaping 
utilization 
reasonable 
enricheners 

of the golf course might include creative 
to min~~ze nutrient requirements. The 
of organic fertilizers might also be a 

alternative to supplement the existing soil 
contained in the sludge. 

The golf operation would be open to the general public and 
either managed by Egg Harbor Township or contracted out to a 
third party to build and/or operate. 

N~wco would continue to assume liability for all systems and 
materials under the cap and Egg Harbor Township would assume 
liability for surface activities. 

A proposed agreement was submitted to Egg Harbor Township by 
Newco, but has not yet been approved. A provision of the 
agreement requires that all governmental approvals be 
secured before the project would be advanced by Newco. 

At this point, this -proposal is intended to only be 
conceptual in nature. If the general project approach is 
viewed with interest by the Commission, Newco will prepare 
and submit all required formal applications and technical 
documentation. 
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AecycJeO pace' 

IV.. CONCLUSION 

This appears to be one of those unique situations where all 
parties seem to benefit. The site neighbors get a community 
enhancement project; the Township gets a revenue producing, 
desirable asset; and BFI gets a demonstration facility to 
show-off to future landfill host community residents in 
other areas of the country. 

The project also offers a great opportunity to demonstrate a 
sludge beneficiation project at a site that already has 
significant environmental controls and also offers design 
fleXibility for additional safeguards in managing storm 
water run-off. 

The reality is that this is not an ideal site for a 
landfill, and BFI had sought to sell the site immediately 
after it was acquired (as part of a larger acquisition). 
But since it's there, and inasmuch as it has an enormous 
level· of groundwater monitoring and other environmental 
controls built-in, doesn't it make sense to make the best of 
the circumstances and allow for this enhancement proj ect? 

BFI, through its Newco subsidiary, is willing to be flexible 
in advancing this proj ect and we ask the same of the 
Pinelands Commission. 
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REGION 
• REGION IC1-4 
• OBITUARIES I C3 
• WEATHER I C3 
• LEGALS I C5-6 
• CLASSIFIED I C7-10 

EIIT, pla~s,~t.~(~~apl~p.@~~Jor Jairw.!lYS ... 
.. . .' "'" . ..-. ~ ~.. i . . • . .,... . \ . " .. . "" ". : - . 'a" 

,.-,). tlZ· ens panel once feared the sloPe'at the now- :'. The most recent presentation' would make I ,rut,olf dered landfills within ItJ Juris-
'--' , closed landfill would be too steep was fTom I Denver nrm, but the course.'"· diction closed to protect the pine 

, " "i for lolfen, the municipality tJ _ rour-member comfDittee II 1150 ' Before the dump closed, town- rorew unique to lOuthern New iuggests golf . now lining up lIolf coune devel· traveling to Maryland to view ~ Ihlp officials bad protested i Jersey, .. , '\'--!""' •.. -. -,r .. , 

, open to turn the lonner Ocean lolf course built on a landfill belght extension Jf8.Dted by the "That (a 10 r coune) wu my 
: Heights Avenue dump Into pub- ' .• The mayor said he took local alate Department or Environ· recQmmendation to the commit· 

Iy ELAINE FINN . ~ ,l1c"greens, Mayor James,J, "Son· ,011 course consultant James ',mental ProtecUpn, uy1nl at the tee," UcCullou&h laid .. "I've 
tall Wnler '.,. ny UcCulJough ~Id. :'~~ .. ~-' !t,~!; .... !{ Frazier. whose Camily OWM At· fUme they reared the slope would asked th~m to pursue It and COD-

EGG HARBOR TOWNSIIJP - o;1 .. The ,mayor'1 cltilens 'commit· ,.Iantic City Country Club, on I ~~ompllcate plana ror a recre· Unue on. ! .' ( , 
~be steep slopes of the Pine- :tee on the landfill hu recom·,-tour or the lite .bout nve ~a,ya .• a~onal facility there. ,::':,:;'; . ,McCullough uld the toWDIh~p 
ands Park landfill apparently mended a lolf course u the best • after I~ closed ~ AU/fUsl ,f~l!(.:,..,!: :;:I'The landfill took most of Alian. committee will conduct pubhc 
von't binder any golfer's drive use for the IUe Ind I. now Inter· \1t "I drove blm' to the verY 'top or tic County's trasb before ahuttloa hearinga and do ItJ OWJl researcb 
./Tthe tee.. ,viewing potential builders, IC· the mound (the M-foot high peal "Its gates last summer, The state before contracUoa with the de-

Allhough township officials cording ~ the mayor. ' ofthe,landfllll, He said, 'I think it Pinelands Commission had or- 0 See Put, Pile C4 ~" ~ 
. • . ~ .l . 

Park: 
ElIT seeks 
buiJder for 
golf Course 

. ' 

(Continued from Page CIl 

vC\oper recommended by the cit­
izen'6 committee. ' ...... _ .• 

."Before Signing anything,' we 
Will probably 110 Ollt and hire I 
company to ,t" '''.aluation to 
see if there's ;j~ILJi.lII}' a need for 
a public golf course," he said, 
''The county has done one or two. 
It's my recommendation we do a 
private one so we're sure Uiere's 
a use for il" ' 

Je/T Curtin, directi~n of Atlan­
tic County', Division of Parks 
and "lecreation, said results of 
the, rounly'6 111M study are still 
valid, ' 

''There was a nf'ed then and 
there is a n(,l'd now," Curtin said. 

"We hase that 011 the facl that 
in 1984, tll/'rf' were 40,O()() roullds 
gOing 0'1' .. r i\tI}llltir Cnullly 10 

• 
find a course to play on," he said. 
"A course may turn 40,000 rounds 
(of golO in a year." ", 

""I •• ,.... • ..' 

.:,;!" ,I ~':tfl. . ," tj " ;: 

~.";~~ .. ," t.; i •• ·•• ~I .f! .. · •• : ;.' 
" .:~ r:/j.i""I!lli".", .;' 

Since the 1984 study, lome for­
merly public courses nave be­
come semi· private, no new golf 
courses have been buill and lhe 
county's population has in· 
creased, Curtin said. .-,' kiil~E::f ~ ... ~ ... ~~~ 

While Curtin acknowledged 
• courses have received prelimi-

nary approval In some municl· ";,'·.L.:I-tall;i palilies, he contends the need for 
cven more still existJ.' :'" ,'. 

"We are confident our study 

even though It is quite dated I~ le~:!~~l!~f3!i~!!;;;ii;i slill valid," he said, ' ' 
The township Is now n'egotiat­

ing with Browning Ferris Indus­
tries, which operated the land­
fill, for rights to the surface of 
the property..:._ ',_ . _ .• _ . 

BFI must approve any plans 
for development of the site said 

Ken . Wlshni~k, a company' vice ~~m!~~!ft!le~i president' , 
Development must not disturb 

the landfill below a roughly one­
foot deep cap and several feel of 
topsoil, Wishnick said, 
, This illcludes building fOlillda­

tlOns and shrubbery with roots 
~hal could Jlclwlrale the cllvcr­
Ill/:, he said, 

"IIFI would rPlain rcsponsibil. 

, by o.n Do-ake 
An EHT cHlzenl commlUee on the lendflll hal recommended. 
golf course 8S best use for the site 

ity for~\'erything that's below ttle 
landfill rap and Egg Harbor 
Tnwnship would have all)' liabili­
ty for surface activities,"'", sai'd. 

The ("111/1111 ill 1'(' eXlwcts to nn· 

nounce its decision at the end of 
this month, comlllittl'e member 
SI eve Parker sa id. 

Parker declined tn discuss any 
ddails of Cllllllllittl'(~ filldings, 



'. 

0" ~.: ..... ; ..... 

Trash i1l10 luasurt-s. Onu an unsightly qnd 77l4lodorous landfill. 
l~allla Clara (California I Golf and Tennis Club has atlrllCtt'd othn 
, pratt-cis. illdudillg a lit'll' hOld and conwnt;on Cl'TIUr. 

. '.~; . - _. ,.. 

-.-_0":" 

GARBAGE TO GOLF 
Too much trash! Too little golf1 There's a 

solution underfoot that may surprise you with 
its efficacy - and its environmental good sense. 

by EDWARD ScHMIDT, JR. 

GOLF COURSES have been built on all sons of 
ground. Ask any golfer to name favorite golf 
courses, and most times he'll return with a cross 

section of different terrains. In recent times, sites for 
courses ha\'e become quite exotic. Tom Fazio designed 
a course in Florida that weaves through an abandoned 
limestone rock quarry, the Arnold Palmer organization 

. Jashioned a layout in Alabama from a flat·as-a-pancake 

ED SCH:\UDT is an Orlando-based freelance writet'. This is his 
firs! contribulion 10 GOLF ]OUR:-lAL 

fonner [Uri fann, and a course in Hawaii is built on 
volcanic ash. 

Yet no ty~ of land, no matter how exotic or strik­
ing. s~s to turn heads as much as a sanitary land­
fill - a dump. Maybe it's because uninitiated golfers let 
their imaginations run wild with visions of unplayable 
lies. not to mention unplayable smells, and golf shots 
around tires, diapers, bottles, and other familiar house­
hold items they would rather see in their trashcan than 
on their golf course. But golfers everywhere clamor for 
more daily-fee courses, and politicians and city land 
planners who can't begin to find financing for land that 
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Hurdzan ('!aims landfills are more ~xpensive to build on 
than traditional land parcels. but. like Stewart. he 
ht'lieH's the saving on land offsets the higher con­
struct ion and long-term maintenance costs. Renaissance 
Park cost S2.-l million to build. Hurdzan estimates that 
if it had been silUated on traditional North Carolina 
tt'nain. the same course would have cost 5500.000 less. 

Stewart says. "Besides increased construction costs. 
course builders need to estimate long-term maintenance· 
msts, which is not an easy thing to do. Maintenance 
costs can increase through the years because of the 
unpredictability of the site. For instance. irrigation lines 
e"enlllally tend to crack because of settlement." 

According to Hurdzan. the extra costs in building 
nn a sanitary landfill result from battling four major 
prohlems: methane gas. leachate. settling. and drainage. 

When organic material decomposes, the natural by­
product is m~thane. It can kill golf course grasses. and 
can even explode. So the methane must be managed by 
~pecial n~nt pipes in the fairways and rough. Some 
landfill golf courses use a methane-recovery system. in 
which a s~ries of wells and pipelines transport gas to a 
recovery faci lit ". 

Cenain pans of a landfill are more ac ive than 
others. and high concentrations of methane are dealt 
with through many methods. some of them a bit 
comical. For instance. a sanita~' landfill course in Japan 
\\'ith exceptionally high amounts of methane has "No 
Smoking" signs posted in key spots. Suffice it to say that 

lighting up at the wrong time could cenainly give new 
meaning to "booming one off the tee." 

T EACHATE. a liquid produced when organic acid~ 
Ldecompose. and sellling. the slight movement of 
land as waste settles. are other problems all architect 
must take into consideration designing a o;anitan 
landfill golf course. Hurdzan explains that 10 protect 
greens and tees at Renaissance Park against settling and 
methane. geotextile was laid o\'~r the refuse and (O\·en·d 
with six inches of clean fill din. "Then we laid a llean­
plastic membrane O\'er the dirt to pre"ent damage In' 
methane gas escaping from the demmposing rduse." he 
says. Drain tile was placed on lOp of the memhrallt' 
before the appropriate soil mix wa~ brought in. 

Each tet' and green cost betwet.'n 515.000 and S20.0()O 
for the liner protection: the liner cost~ 51.50 PCI ~quan' 

fool. and there is a total of 210.000 square fet'l of bellt­
grass pUlling surface on tilt" course. "These precautioll­
a~' measures and other necessary design and (onSlrll< -
tion techniques dri"e up the building COSI~." Hurdzan 
adds. 

Two lakes built m'er the landfill were lilled wilh 
thick polyethvlene. Water from these lakes is 1101 u~ed 

for irrigation. Instead. an irrigation reservoir wa~ COII­

structed off the landfill site. 
Hurdzan says that one of the mosl difficult aspeCls 

of designing and building a goll courst' 011 a sanitary 
landfill is the inability to CUI and shapt' land. "Becaust' 
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you don't want to cut into any garbage, you can't cut 
any ridges," he explains. "Consequently, you don't have 
any fill dirt. and it all has to be hauled in. That adds 
to the cost. too." 

Builders had to truck in more than 300.000 cubic 
yards of dirt to produce Renaissance Park. A foot of 
topsoil was laid over the landfill in the location of the 
fairways. roughs. and practice range. 

At a 27-hole golf course partiall~' built on a landfill 
in Hampton. Virginia. architects moved more than 
700.000 cubic yards of dirt to close the landfill and 
contour the golf course. The course cost more than $3 
million to build. 

Robert Muir Graves, another course designer, 
brought in almost a million cubic yards of fill at a cost 
of more than S6 million when he built the Santa Clara 

. Golf and Tennis Club's course, in Santa Clara, Cali­
fornia. Damian Pascuzzo. senior design associate, says 
the firm used several innovative techniques to give the 
course character. "Essentially. we rebuilt the landfill," 
Pascuzzo says. "A work crew went in with bulldozers and 
eXC3\'ated refuse from certain areas to create swales and 
pile the excess on top of other refuse to create ridges," 

Opened in 1986. the 6.853-yard Santa Clara landfill 
course has been a huge success, averaging more than 
100.000 rounds per year. Pascuzzo insists the superin­
tendent is a key component to the success of any landfill 
course. He must be experienced in dealing with the 
problems specific to landfill courses. "Santa Clara has 
a good one. and he deserves a lot of credit for the 
popularity of the course." 

co FAR AS we know. sanitary landfill golf courses first 
~appeared in the late 196Os, but it wasn't till the-mid-
1970s, following stronger environmental regulations. 
that the concept really took hold. One of the oldest 
landfill courses. Mangrove Bay. a 6.8oo-yard layout in 
St. Petersburg. Florida. has been a hit since it opened, 
in 1978. Bill Amick, of Daytona Beach, Florida, the 
architect. smiles when he reflects on the Mangrove 
project today. 

"While we were digging some ponds so we could 
line them with soil. we had all sorts of bottles floating 
to the surface. It was a very old landfill that had been 
completely filled for more than 25 years. so some of the 
bottles were very old. The word got out. and the next 
thing ~'ou know the place was crawling with bottle 
collectors who wanted to check out the mother lode." 

Finding a bottle or a tire during construction is one 
thing, but mashing a club into )ne or the other after 
the course has opened is another matter. Butch 

: Trammell, president of Majette Dunes Golf Course. a 
, prh'ately owned IS-hole layout in Panama City. Florida. 
admits that golfers on his landfill course will occasion-
ally experience a "trashy" lie. "It's a very isolated situ-

ation." Trammell says. "but this year we','e had SOIlW 

very heavy rains. and in places where there was an 
inconsistent amount of topsoil cover, a tire or bottle has 
occasionally surfaced in a fain\'ay or rough. We JUSt dig 
it up and put in some fill dirt." 

Most designers agree that finding debris on a 
sanitary landfill course is an isolated problem bt'cawit' 
of the level of co\'erage. Most courses have a 3- 10 3 1 ~­
foot clay cap. and from six inches to several feet of 
topsoil. 

Like most landfill golf courses. the :\langro\'e and 
Majette Dunes courses have few trees. Amick explains 
that, generally speaking. architects have to use shallo\\', 
rooted vegetation. because the success rate for deep­
rooted plants and trees is not good. Santa Clara is an 
exception. Graves planted more than 1.200 trees on "tree 
mounds" that had up to six feet of topsoil o\'er the 
landfill cap. 

One of the nation's most intriguing landfill courses 
is a two-year-old, nine-hole layout named Settler's Hill. 
in Batavia. Illinois. Owned and operated by the Kane 
County Forest Preserve District. the course is adjacent 
to an active landfill. "When you tell golfers the course 
sits next to an active landfill. you get all kinds of craz~' 
looks." says Dale Hoekstra. general manager of the 397-
acre facility operated by Waste Management of Illinois. 
Inc. "Our company uses a variety of state-of-the-art 
techniques to minimize any unpleasantness. The course 
has been extremely well received." So well. indeed. that 
Settler's Hill is currently adding nine more holes. with 
plans for a total of 27 holes. 

How can you tell if you're playing on a landfill golf 
course? The lack of large trees is generally the most 
immediate visual tip-off. Hurdzan says, "'ery few 
courses have all 18 holes on a landfill space. ~Iost times 
you'll have a combination. The landfill section will 
appear more links-style. with few trees. and the re, 
mainder will be native to the area ... 

"There are other less obvious clues. Sometimes the 
contours are a bit forced because designers can't do any 
cutting. Occasionally. there can be a slight odor. and 
sometimes you'll see methane vent pipes or manhole 
covers over wells alongside the fain\'ays and rough. 
However. most courses do a superb job oC camouflaging 
by surrounding the obstructions with shrubs." 

Pascuzzo echoes the thoughts of other landfill 
course designers when he analyzes their popularit\'. 
"Golfers get over the fact the course is built on a former 
landfill rather quickly," Pascuzzo says. "Like am· 
course. they're more concerne..: with appearance. 
maintenance, and playability." 

Is this the wave of the future" \rell. the next time 
you drive by the local trash dump, don't turn ~·our head 
in disgust. You may be hitting a 5-iron from the same 
spot that offends you. 



R 'claiming Lands 
with Wastewater Sludge 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

The dIsposal at was. tewater sludge 
has become a financlal problem 
for commumties In Mahomng and 

I rumouU counties, OhIo (as is the case 
for the whole country). With an already 
overburdened federal budget and 
shrlnkmg funding for wastewater treat­
ment proJects. facilitJes have been 
forced to become resourceful in ways 
to dispose of wastewater sludge. 

In 1989 there were 9219 tons of 
dry sludlSe produced In these counties. 
Of thiS total, 77.7% was Incmerated, 

November 1990 

Paul J. Joseph 

18.4% was used for the Pittsburgh 
Plate and Glass (PPG) land redamation 
projects in Barberton, Ohio, and 3% 
was land applied. I 

Ohio EPA has endorsed land atr 
plication of wastewater sludge where 
it is feasible for the land, and when 
metals and other pollutant concentra­
tions in the sludge are low enough that 
they won't harm the environment Land 
application of wastewater sludge at 
reclamation sites is one possible 
benefiCIal use of wastewater sludge. 

The harsh aftermath of strip-mining 
operations in Carroll Counly. Ohio. 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Benefits of Wastewater Sludge 
The benefits of uSing wastewater 

sludge as a fertlizer and 5011 amendment 
has been proven by many researchers. 2 

Other researchers recommend uSing 
wastewater sludge as a mulch and or· 
gamc additive on mme SPOils. Why 
purchase and apply fertilizer, or plant 
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and plough under a cover crop, when 
sludge can be obtained for free and 
applied as a useful fertilizer and soil 
conditioner? 

The City at Seattle started using 
sludge benefiCIally In the 1970s. They 
used It to Improve sod at several area 
parks, reclaIm land disturbed dunng 
strip mining, restore a gravel Pit used 
for a highway construction prolect. and 
enhance grass at the airport. By the 
mid-1980s, Seattle branched out into 
other areas such as applying sludge to 
soil at a Christmas tree farm and 
establishing a wildlife habitat on re­
claimed farmland. 

The city of Seattle reduced their 
cost of sludge handling and proceSsing 
to 15% of the total operating cost and 
debt service costs in 1987 (national 
average is 50%). Now the city applies 
sludge to its 4000 acres of forest land. 

1 ... 

Planting trees that would later be cut 
tor lumber is another beneficial use of 
reclamation land in conjunction with 
wastewater sludge. This land would 
bring in income after about 40 years. 
The initial cost of tree planting, and 
other costs that might be incurred. 
would need to be investigated thoroughly 
before such a proJect was undertaken. 

Reclamation Options 
Land reclamation is an ongoing 

process throughout the U.S. Most of 
these sites are areas that have been 
strip-mined for surface coal. After the 
land is mined it has been striped of its 
topsoil. nutrients. and vegetation. How 
the land is reclaimed is dependent on 
who owns the land. how much money 
they have. public opinion. and govern­
ment regulations. 

The most common uses of exhaust· 

ed sand pits and Quames include land 
preparation tor commercial or reSidential 
building. construction of recreational 
facilities. or land condItioning to prOVIde 
a home and breeding ground for Wild­
life.] However, depending on the com­
munity. local zoning laws. and pubhc 
input greatly influence what the ultimate 
use of the land will be. 

Reclamation should actually begin 
with the start of the stnp-mlnlng process. 
If the Quarry owner knows ahead of time 
what type of reclamatJon is planned for 
the site. mining can be conducted in 
a way that will make reclamation easier 
and less expensive. 

Reclaiming land for wildlife reQuires 
the smallest initial investment. This is 
basically accomplished by reslopmg and 
reseeding the land at an estimated cost 
of 55OOO/ac.] Reclaiming land as wildlife 
habitat is also a very environmentally 
conscience act which could be very 
positive in the eyes at the community. 
politicians, and environmentalists. 

When reclaimsng land for wildlife use, 
plant and animal relationships must be 
considered so that the best plan can 
be established for revegetation.' This 
stems from the idea that certasn species 
of plants and animals cohaMate best 
with each other. The Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1977 (PL 95-87) 
and its regulations reQuire that certasn 
revegetation performance standards be 
met by a redamation project to ensure 
that the land will support vegetative 
cover. Strip-mIned land is usually in 
need of some type of ferolizer or 5011 
conditioner to help the seeded area 

Sinfs·foottrefoil, II legume. is commonly 
planted on sludge·reclaimed sites. 
Secause of the legume s niuogen·fixing 
ability. many sitas Ire turned under to 
yield an even richer soil • 
•••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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B.fore reclamalion with wastewater sludge. this lush grass­
land in Mahoning County, Ohio. served as a garbage landfill. 
••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

If there are ap­
proximately 7 mil. tons 
of dry sludge being 
generated in the U.S. 
per year, a lot of 
potential free fernlizer 
is being wasted. Be­
cause of the lack of 
market demand for 
wastewater sludge 
in northeast OhIO, 
some municIpalities 
are paying to have 
their sludge hauled 
away and used in rec· 
lamation projects. Thts 
means that com· 

grow well bec,ause topsoil and organic panies are being paid to receive a soil 
matter are s1npped away, and steep conditioner and fertilizer for their project 
slopes are let behind.· When steep Water Quality monitoring is also a 
slopes are present, it may be more vital part of a reclamation p'roject that 
effective to use dewatered instead of uses wastewater sludge. A sampling 
liquid sludge to minimize sludge loss schedule should be Implemented at 
from gravIty and erOSIon. representative POints at the rec!am-

AddItIonal topsoil IS usually not ation site where 
needed, but WIll undoubtedly acceler· leachate rUn-<Jff can 
ate vegetatIOn growth. ThIs is not to be sampled. Then, a 
say that growth media is not needed, scan for prrority 
just that It need not be topsoil. pollutan!s in the water 

Land may also be prepared by should be taken. 
planting a cover crop each year and Researchers" found 
then plOWing It under to add nutrients that no adverse water 
to the SOIl. ThIS crop may be a legume Quality Impacts were 
that IS planted tor 3 to 4 years to ennch found for the reo 
soil WIth nitrogen before seeding. clamation projects 

been done. One might start by con­
tacting their local state reclamatIon 
department or mlOing company to find 
out what current mining or reclamation 
projects are currently beIng under· 
e~n or being planned. 
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BROWNING-FERRIS INDUSTRIES 
It. T\.ANTlC REGION 

April 1, 1992 

Ms. Kathy Swigon 
New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
Springfield Road 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

Dear Ms. Swigou: 

By this letter, I all reque.ting a meeting with you· to discuss the 
Commission's procedures and regulation. pertaining to the potential 
applic~ion of a soil/sludge mix on top of Newco's closed Pinelands Park 
Landfill in Egg Harbor Township. 

~ you're aware, the facility stopped accepting waste in 1990 and is 
nearins completion of all stat. required capping requirements. 

The Egg Harbor Township Committee has since approached our company to 
explore the possibility of placing a public golf course on the closed 
facility. Our company engineering standards require a 5 foot separation 
between any public surface activities and the landfill. cap. Due to the 
substantial cost of fill needed to place this cover over our 170 acre site, 
the Township Committee asked that we seek a Pineland's Commission permit to 
apply a cost effective alternative consisting of a 3 to 1 soil/dewatered 
sludge mix. 

The Pine lands Landfill is bordered by Ocean Heights Avenue, Zion Road 
and South Mt. Airy Avenue. Lot and block number identifiers are as 
follows: 

Block Number - E0055.E - Lot Number 2 

Block Number - E0056.E - Lot Number 1 

Block Number - E0056.E - Lot Number 2 

Block Number - E0056.E - Lot Number 3 

Block Number - E0056.E - Lot Number 26 

Block Number - E0058.E - Lot Number 5 

GATeNAY INTERNATIONAL BUILDING .1302 CONCOURSE DRIVE. SUITE 400. LINTHICUM, MARYLAND 21090 
(301) 850-7444 • FAX (301) 684-3856 



Ms. Kathy Swigon 
Page 2 
April 1, 1992 

Recvc:ec caoE." P-J 

My preference date for a meeting is April 16th, late morning or early 
afternoon is best. 

Please call to confirm a specific time. 

Very truly ~urs, l 
• / - oo-j 

/t.' ~jll0 /J / /' ~th ViS~iC~--e 
I Divisional Vice President 

lCY/vlk 

cc: Peter Miller, Egg Harbor Township Administrator 

bee: Dave White 
Frank Camilli 
Gary J • Van Rooyan 



The Pinelands Commission 
P.o. Box 7, New Lisbon, N. J. 08064 (609) 894 - 9342 

June 3, 1992 

Kenneth Wishnik 
Browning-Ferris Industries 
Gateway International Building 
1302 Concourse Drive, suite 400 
Linthicum, MD 21090 

Dear Mr. wishnik: 

Please Always Refer To 
This Application Number 

RE: App. No. 84-0314.07 
Pinelands Park Landfill 
Egg Harbor Township 

This letter is written in response to your recent letter 
regarding tne proposed use of a soil and dewatered sludge mixture 
over the final cap at the Pinelands Park Landfill. 

Such a proposal would require the completion of an applica­
tion with the Commission. The requirements of the Pinelands Com­
prehensive Management Plan (CMP) would prohibit such a use of 
dewatered sludge within the Pinelands Area. 

Therefore, it does not appear that the proposed as described 
could be approved by the Pinelands Commission. 

Please note that this prohibition relates to the land ap­
plication of sludge. The land application of sludge derived 
products within the Pinelands Area could be permitted if it were 
demonstrated that the quantity and quality of the materials to be 
used would be such that the quality of groundwater and surface 
water would not be degraded. Based upon recent determinations 
reached by the Commission, it is unlikely that a sludge derived 
product could be used in a quantity that would approach the five 
foot cover depth proposed. 

The Pinelands - Our Country's First National Reserve 



2 

If you would like to discuss this matter further, please 
contact me. 

KS/bs 
WS 

s~~nc rely, 0' I 

: '!/7A
,.,. I\~ . lUt WJ v 

Kathleen Swigon ,_ 
~vironmental Engineer 



Agriculture in the Pinelands 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on 
May 28, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for this 
meeting, a series of questions to be explored (Appendix B), back­
ground information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public 
comments received prior to the meeting (Appendix D) were provided 
to each participant. Public comments received subsequent to the 
meeting are included in Appendix E of this report. 

Mr. stokes served as workshop coordinator and panelists were 
asked to freely express their opinions as individual experts and 
not as representatives of an agency or organization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and 
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
A tape recording of the entire seven (7) hour session is avail­
able for review at the Commission's offices. Since different 
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to 
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion 
points and recommendations. 

Recommendations are described throughout the text in bold and are 
numbered sequentially. Because .this particular workshop was the 
sixth in a series held by the commission, each recommendation 
begins with the number 6. For ease of reference, a table has 
also been prepared which identifies each recommendation presented 
by one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es­
timates of the resources needed to carry out the recommendation 
and other information which the Commission may wish to consider 
when deciding which recommendations should be pursued. 

III. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Health of Agricultural Industry 

Panelists' opinions on the health of the agricultural industry 
varied but there was a consensus that the Pinelands Plan itself 
is resulting in little, if an:-, negative effects. Those panel 
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members who expressed an opinion that the agricultural industry 
is not prospering felt that factors above and beyond the 
Pinelands Plan, such as safety and wage requirements, are of 
greatest consequence. Some panelists did express the opinion 
that the Pinelands Plan did have disruptive effects when it was 
first adopted, but that those effects were temporary in nature. 

Several panel members suggested that the industry as a whole may 
be changing, and that what are viewed by some as negative trends 
may be more indicative of adjustments within the industry. One 
panelist indicated, for example, that the level of farm 
bankruptcies is lower than in other industries, but may be in­
creasing because it's becoming more business-oriented, rather 
than family and lifestyle-oriented. 

In terms of analyzing agricultural trends in the Pinelands, there 
was consensus that Pinelands Plan impacts, whether they be posi­
tive or negative in nature, could be determined only by a com­
parison to like trends outside the Pinelands. 

A number of possible ways to conduct such analyses were dis­
cussed by the panel with varying degrees of consensus. Those 
which led to specific recommendations are discussed within the 
context of the recommendations. Others which were discussed but 
not recommended are: 

trends in the number of farms - This was not recommended by 
the panel because increases or decreases may be a function 
of many factors totally unrelated to Pinelands policies. 

trends in farm employment levels - This indicator was only 
briefly mentioned and not discussed in any depth. 

trends in types of agriculture - This indicator was only 
briefly mentioned and not discussed in any depth. 

Recommendation 6.01 Coordinate with the Department ot Agricul­
ture to categorize its data into Pinelands and non-Pinelands 
areas. 
One panel member suggested that Commission staff coordinate with 
the state Agriculture Department to categorize as much of its ex­
isting industry statistics into Pinelands versus non-Pine lands 
regions. If data is to be disaggregated for Pine lands and non­
Pinelands portions of "split" municipalities, use of a geographi­
cally based information system (GIS) would likely be necessary. 
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A second panel member stated that the Department is currently up­
dating its database on. characteristics of existing farms in the 
state. This panel member encouraged the Commission to request 
state funding so that Pinelands versus non-pinelands data may be 
extracted. 

There was general consensus that this recommendation would result 
in worthwhile data for analytical purposes, but there was not 
much discussion as to the specific types of data which would be 
available. 

Recommendation 6.02 Do regional share trend analyses of changes 
in net farm income and land and equipment purchases within and 
outside the Pinelands. 
An exploration of changes in net farm income since the adoption 
of the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) for communities both 
inside and outside the Pinelands was recommended by three panel 
members. Net farm income was felt by several panelists to be on 
the decline throughout the state and an analysis would clearly 
illustrate the industry's economic stress. 

Although there was general consensus that such an analysis would 
. be worthwhile,~even if it may not disclose Pinelands Plan-related 
effects, many panelists questioned whether reliable data. on net 
incomes would be available. 

The second part of the trend analysis, that related to land and 
equipment purchases, was recommended by one panelist. It was 
also recommended that such an analysis should control for state 
and federal farm investment subsidies, such as for soil and water 
conservation practices, which would artificially inflate the 
level of privately financed farm investments. In fact, one 
panelist stated that more than one-half of the statewide funding 
disbursed for soil and water conserVation projects has gone into 
the Pinelands. 

A variety of possible data sources for land and equipment pur­
chases were identified and included appraisal data from the state 
Agriculture Development Committee, farm credit bureaus, and 
building permits. However, problems with the reliability of each 
of these data sources resulted in relatively little support among 
the panel for this portion of the recommendation. 

Recommendation 6.03 study Pinelands farmers' perceptions and at­
titudes toward the future ot the industry within and outside the 
Pinelands. 
One panelist specifically recommended that farmers' perceptions 
about the future of the agricultural industry within and outside 

3 



the Pinelands may be as informative as an analysis of industry 
trends. 

Although this'recommendation was not specifically supported by 
other panelists, expectations of the farming community were dis­
cussed several times during the meeting. For example, a conclu­
sion of the impact assessment of the Interim state Development 
and Redevelopment Plan was that potential development values of 
farmland over a twenty year period may be less under the state 
plan than if current trends continue. This was discussed during 
the meeting as an expectation of potential value that:. may be 
lost. A panelist expressed the opinion that a similar 
phenomenon probably occurred in the Pinelands when the CMP was 
adopted, but it is less meaningful today. It was also suggested 
that the expectation of appreciated values might be less in the 
Pinelands than outside, even though actual land values in the 
Pinelands may be increasing at a faster rate. 

There appeared to be little consensus that a survey should focus 
on expectations of land value appreciation and, as previously 
stated, there was little support for or opposition to the general 
recommendation. 

Ito 

Recommendation 6.04 Do regional share trend analyses of farm 
size and crop production acres within and outside the Pinelands. 
Examining changes in the sizes of farms and the levels of crop 
production both inside and outside the Pinelands over time was 
recommended by several panel members. 

The panel agreed that finding a SUbstantial decline in farm 
production acreage within the Pinelands and a corresponding in­
crease in acreage outside the Pinelands would be a meaningful 
trend, although they did not expect this to be the case. 

It was also suggested that this study, coupled with that 
presented in Recommendation 6.02, could explore the relationship 
between net farm income and farm size. It was suggested that the 
nature of New Jersey farms is evolving into small parcels that do 
not support full-time employment, either by choice or by neces­
sity. 

The recommendation was not widely supported by the panel. One 
panel member suggested that other factors, such as intensive 
management practices, influence both product levels and the total 
acreage devoted to farming. Farm size is also driven by many 
factors, such as crop selection and tenure patterns. Finally, 
one panelist suggested that a lack of a trend or one that in­
creases over time would not necessarily lend itself to a conclu-
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sion that the industry is thriving. In addition, examining 
changes in production without regard to the quality of the farm 
soil and product would not be meaningful. Therefore, a consensus 
was not reached on the utility of either farm size or farm 
production acreage as an indicator. 

Recommendation 6.05 Do regional share trend analyses of changes 
in agricultural land values within and outside the pinelands. 
Three panelists supported this recommendation, but most panel 
members felt that such a study would not be worthwhile. 

Proponents of the recommendation asserted that declining land 
values have an adverse impact on a farmer's ability to secure 
credit, particularly when other capital reserves are low and cash 
flow is reduced due to crop failures. Increasing land values 
were also described as important to the industry because farmers 
consider returns on investments and they are an incentive to 
prospective buyers of farm land who seek property which will ap­
preciate over time. 

Ways to measure land values were not specifically recommended but 
proponents of the recommendation did suggest that the impacts of 
changing values on ,the industry could be meas'ured by comparing 
them' to farm indebtedness. This could be done by surveying 
agricultural lending institutions, or possibly through other 
secondary data. A review of secured versus unsecured loans was 
also recommended by one panelist to illustrate that land value is 
an important lending criterion. 

Panelists who did not support the recommendation expressed 
opinions that studies have consistently shown that Pinelands land 
values are increasing, and that farm lending is not driven by 
land values. Relative to farm lending, two 1984 studies (The Ef-" 
fects of Agricultural Zoning on the Ability of Farmers to Borrow 
Money, and A Comparative Analysis of the Economic Characteristics 
of Grain, Tree Fruit and Vegetative Farms Located Inside and out­
side of the New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan 
Areas) were discussed, neither of which apparently concluded that 
land values would adversely affect borrowing capacity or the 
industry's viability. One panelist also observed that agricul­
tural lending practices have not been adversely affected after 
agricultural easements are placed on properties elsewhere in New 
Jersey and in many other parts of the country. 

Other panelists observed that land values inflated by development 
potential discourage purchases for continued agricultural use, 
increase debt levels and are important from an individual's, not 
industry, perspective. Another concern about the use of land 
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values as a measure of the industry's health was that the 
benefits of growth management controls on the long-term viability 
of agriculture would not be considered; however, the observation 
was qualified with a reminder that short term disruptions in real 
estate markets can have significant impacts on individuals. 

B. CMP standards 

Much of the panel's discussion about CMP requirements focused 
upon encouraging farm-related development and discouraging non­
farm development in agricultural areas. On~ panelist suggested 
that tree farming may not be appropriate in agricultural areas, 
particularly if it is proposed as a principal agricultural use to 
permit residential development on 10 acre tracts. A specific 
recommendation in this regard was not offered, possibly because 
the panel made broader recommendations regarding farm housing. 

Composting was also discussed but, although a recommendation was 
made to permit composting facilities for vegetative waste, the 
panel did not offer a recommendation regarding the application of 
sludge-derived compost. The absence of a recommendation in this 
regard may be due to: the panel's view that land application of 
compost is. more of a waste management issue than an agricultural 
issue; the Commission's pending agreement with the Department of 
Environmental Protection and Energy (DEPE); and this panel's 
knowledge that the matter was discussed during the solid waste 
session. 

Recommendation 6.06a Prohibit farm subdivisions in both agricul­
tural production areas. 
This, and the alternative recommendation discussed below, were 
outgrowths of the panel's discussion of farm subdivision and 
development patterns and a concern that smaller and smaller 
tracts of farmland may allow farming to continue, but do not 
necessarily promote the long-term viability of the industry. 

One panelist initially suggested that a mandatory clustering 
provision relative to farm housing be added to the CMP, but later 
withdrew it because of a concern that it might actually promote 
more non-farm housing than is currently permitted in agricultural 
areas. 

Alternatively, a recommendation to prohibit further farm sub­
divisions was offered. An exception could be incorporated to 
permit subdivisions, if consistent with long-term maintenance of 
viable farmland. This recommendation would effectively dis-
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courage subdivision of farmland and the development of residences 
for " avocational" farmers. 

Most panelists either supported the recommendation or did not ex­
press an opinion; however, one panel member indicated that such a 
prohibition may be counter to the current trend towards smaller 
farms operated by people who supplement farm income with non-farm 
employment. . 

Recommendation 6.06b Re-examine the 10 acre farm subdivision 
requirement in the Agricultural Production Area, and develop CMP 
standards which prevent subdivision and development contrary to 
the long-term maintenance of a viable agricultural land base. 
Although no other techniques were discussed, one panelist recom­
mended that the Commission might wish to explore the subdivision 
prohibition and other ways in which land use controls might be 
improved to prevent further fragmentation of agricultural lands. 

It should be noted that this alternative focuses on the Agricul­
tural Production Area only. The panel did not discuss whether a 
similar re-examination should be undertaken with respect to the 
40 acre farm subdivision requiremerit in Special Agricultural 
Production Areas. 

Recommendation 6.07a Reduce the maximum permitted floor area of 
agricultural commercial establishments. 
One panel member recommended that the existing 5,000 square foot 
maximum floor area for agricultural commercial establishments be 
reduced in agricultural zones. The recommendation was based on 
the observation that traditional farm stands are typically much 
smaller in size than 5,000 square feet and that larger stores are 
incompatible in Agricultural Production Areas. 

No specific size was proposed and no consensus was reached on 
this recommendation. 

Recommendation 6.07b Tie the maximum permitted floor area ot 
agricultural commercial establishments to location and traffic 
impacts. 
A panel member who disagreed with the above recommendation of­
fered this recommendation as a way to permit 5,000 square feet 
establishments along higher-order roadways. 

Again, no specifics were discussed, and no consensus on the 
recommendation was reached. 
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Recommendation 6.08a Permit exceptions to certain CMP development 
standards for farm labor housing. 
Farm labor housing was described by two panelists as a necessity 
to the agricultural industry but one which faces numerous 
regulatory hurdles. Because of the CMP's objective to promote 
agriculture, the seasonal use of this type of housing and the 
relatively large tracts of land on which the housing is built, it 
wa~ recommended that certain development standards be applied 
flexibly. The following specific recommendations were offered. 

1. Permit exceptions to seasonal high water table standard for 
farm labor housing. 
CUrrently, septic disposal fields in the Pinelands must be lo­
cated in areas with at least five feet to the seasonal high water 
table, although DEPE requirements permit them to be located in 
areas with seasonal high water tables of two or more feet. The 
Pinelands requirement makes it much more difficult for farmers to 
find suitable locations and, in the case of berry farms, it may 
be virtually impossible. 

The panelist offering the recommendation suggested that some type 
of 'gradual lessening of the requirement from five feet to two 
feet might be based upon the amount of land devoted to the 
agricultural use. For example, it was suggested that the water 
table requirement could be reduced by one-half foot for every 50 
acres of farmland. 

Most panelists did not offer an opinion for or against this 
recommendation; however, one expressed concern that the legal im­
plications of establishing such a standard for ,one specific land 
use should be reviewed. 

2. Permit exceptions to wetland buffer standards for farm labor 
housing. 
It was recommended by one panel member that the current minimum 
wetlands buffer requirement of 300 feet be reduced in 50 foot 
increments for each 50 acres of farmland, down to a minimum 50 
foot buffer. This requirement would allow greater flexibility to 
site employee housing near active fields. 

It was noted that wetlands which serve as berry or other 
agricultural fields are a disturbed land use and should not be 
treated in the same fashion as undisturbed wetlands. Con­
sequently, it was suggested that this proposal be restricted to 
existing fields rather than newly developed berry fields. 

No objections were raised by the panel on this recommendation. 
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3. Establish less restrictive nitrate/nitrogen standards for 
farm labor housing. 
One panel member recommended that the current 2 milligrams per 
liter (mg/l) nitrate/nitrogen standard be reduced for septic sys­
tems serving farm labor housing. Unlike the prior two items, no 
specific problems were discussed, nor were any limits recom­
mended. In fact, the panelist recommended against a maximum con­
centration because no farmer would propose housing at a density 
high enough for nitrate-nitrogen to be a problem. 

This recommendation was not supported by several panelists be­
cause of environmental considerations. Concerns were expressed 
that septic systems are but one source of nitrate-nitrogen and 
that the septic system dilution model does not account for 
cumulative impacts from septic systems, fertilizer application, 
etc. A United states Geological Survey study of 36 water supply 
wells in the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer was referenced which 
found a median nitrate-nitrogen concentration of 7mg/l, and over 
one-third of the wells had nitrate-nitrogen levels exceeding 
lOmg/l. 

Recommendation 6. OSb. Treat farm labor housing as a 
"presumptive" hardship when considering waivers of strict com­
pliance. 
As an alternative to different standards for farm labor housing, 
one panelist recommended that it be classified as a "presumptive" 
hardship in the Commission's waiver regulations. such a clas­
sification would treat farm labor housing similar to single­
family dwellings and cultural housing, and could allow for relief 
from CMP wetlands, wetlands buffer, water table and -nitrate­
nitrogen standards provided that the thresholds for determining 
sUbstantial impairment of Pinelands resources are not exceeded. 

This recommendation appeared to receive more support, but many 
panelists did not express an opinion, possibly because they were 
not familiar with the new waiver regulations. One concern which 
was raised dealt with the fact that farm labor housing must be 
constructed to accommodate year-round use, and that too many 
scattered residential uses might be permitted through a presump­
tive waiver policy. A condition was suggested to grant these 
waivers if-located in proximity ~6 other development, but some 
panelists felt that such a policy might be contrary to general 
agricultural practices. 
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Recommendation 6.09a Permit vegetative compost facilities in 
Agricultural production Areas. 
One panelist recommended that the Commission's interpretation 
that vegetative composting facilities are permitted in Agricul­
tural Production Areas be incorporated into the CMP. 

Although there was general consensus that vegetative composing 
facilities were appropriate in these areas, a concern was raised 
regarding the environmental and land use implications of large­
scale facilities. 

Recommendation 6. 09b Permit small-scale vegetative compost 
facilities in Agricultural Production Areas. 
As an alternative to (a) above, one panelist recommended that 
composting facilities be limited to those which are ancillary to 
active agricultural operations and handle vegetative wastes from 
a more localized area. " 

No specific objections to this alternative were raised, and the 
panel did not attempt to further define "small-scale". 

Recommendation 6.10 Actively promote vegetative composting 
through public educational efforts. 
This recommendation was presented by one panel member as an out­
growth ot Recommendation "6.09. An opinion was expressed that 
the current under-utilization or inappropriate use of composting 
by farmers inhibits the long-term development of quality topsoil 
for croplands located in the Pinelands. 

There was little discussion of this rec~mmendation. 

C. Permitting Procedures 

CMF Permitting procedures were not discussed at any length; 
however, there was some discussion of the procedural variations 
that occur between municipalities and what the application exemp­
tion means. 

Recommendation 6 .11 pro~ote uniformity of municipal permitting 
procedures relative to agricultural development. 
During the discussion of CMP standards, one panelist mentioned 
that regulatory uncertainty prevents some farmers from seeking 
approvals for farm-related development. In some cases this may 
be due to a misunderstanding of the regulations, the expense in­
volved in preparing applications and extremely variable permit­
ting procedures in municipalities. 
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This latter problem was perceived by seme panelists to result 
from municipalities' lack of familiarity with Pinelands applica­
tion exemptiens. One panelist also suggested that the preblem 
may semetimes result from much more stringent municipal review 
requirements. This recommendatien was offered as a means for the 
Commission to clarify its exemption relative to agricultural per­
mits and te encourage municipalities te institute more uniform, 
and perhaps less .onerous, lecal permitting procedures. 

other panelists did not eppese the recommendation. 

O. POC Program 

Since the Pinelands Development Credit (POC) program specifically 
applies to the two types .of agricultural areas in the Pinelands, 
the panel discussed the program. 

Recommendation 6.12 Examine ways to increase monetary benefits 
of the PDC program to farmers. 
One panel member stated that the POC pregram created an econemic 
hardship on sending area landewners in its early years. This 
panelist further stated that seme ferm of shert-term compensatien 
sheuld be created to assist landewners in the agricultural 
management areas whe have permanently protected their land 
through the pr.ogram. 

possible seurces .of economic hardship include: delays between the 
time POCs are severed and the receipt .of cash reimbursement; 
menetary reimbursement related to the market value of POC, which 
in the early years of the program was lew; and the fact that the 
full develepment petential of the property (as based en market 
value) is not reflected in the POC allocation .or sales price, as 
it is in the state agricultural easement program. 

No specific recommendations to increase menetary benefits were 
offered,_ and there was little discussion en the merits of this 
recommendation. 

Recommendation 6.13 Allocate PDCs to active agricultural lands 
outside of the Preservation Area and the two agricultural produc­
tion areas. 
One panel member recommended that agricultural uses might be 
maintained and pessibly enhanced throughout the Pinelands if all 
farms received a POC allocation. Concerns were expressed that 

,patchwork protection of isolated farm lands in Pine lands vil­
lages I Towns, Rural Development Areas and Regional Growth Areas 
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might result in poorly-conceived land use patterns. 
quently, two choices were presented, as follows: 

Conse-

1. Limit the additional allocation to active farm land in the 
Forest Area. 

2. Limit the additional allocation to areas, which meet state 
planninq criteria for aqricultural areas in rural planninq 
areas. 

Many panelists did not express an opinion on the recommendation, 
possibly because they were not in a position to evaluate what, 
if any, impacts an increased allocation of POCs might have on the 
POC program. 

Recommendation 6.14 study changes in PDe value as compared with 
chanqes in qrowth area land values, within and outside the 
Pineland~. 
A study to examine how the market value of POCs is faring in 
relation to land value in the PDC receiving areas, and other 
develqping areas outside the Pinelands, was recommended by two 
panel members who questioned the demand for poe use under the 
current program'. 

These panelists cited a reluctance of receiving area 
municipalities to approve development applications that are based 
on poe bonus densities. It was stated that many municipalities 
do not want higher densities and adopt design regulations which 
favor base density projects. It was suggested that this situa­
tion may cause development opportunities i~ POC receiving areas 
to flow to areas outside the Pinelands. 

Another panelist stated that PDe levels show significant in­
creases in redemption activity in recent years. The panelist 
also noted that the PDC program was not intended to be a compen­
satory program for sending area landowners, but rather to dis­
tribute the costs and benefits of zoning in a more equitable 
fashion. 

There was no discussion about the details of such a study or how 
the results might be used. Other panelists did not express 
opinions on this recommendation. 

Recommendation 6.15 Provide all eliqible property owners with 
estimates of PDe entitlements. 
During a discussion in which several concerns were raised about 
information available to PDC program participants, a suggestion 
was initially made that the Commission issue formal PDC alloca-
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tions to all property owners in the Preservation Area District 
and the two agricultural areas. 

Several panelists expressed the opinion that such a recommenda­
tion is not possible to implement because the Commission can only 
obtain detailed property ownership and acreage information from 
property owners. The suggestion was then withdrawn in favor of a 
recommendation that "the Commission provide estimates of PDC en­
titlements to property owners based upon available tax informa­
tion •. 

No objections to this recommendation were noted. 

Recommendation 6.16 study the economic rationale for the Trans­
fer of Development Rights concept. 
One panelist stated that the transfer of development rights con­
cept is questioned by many economists as a growth management 
tool, and perhaps the concept should be examined within the con­
text of the PDC program's goals and objectives. 

AnothE~r panelist e~{pressed concern about the use of limited 
resources to do purely theoretical research, and that the 
program's operation was studied in 1988. 

E. Natural Resources 

Much of the discussion focused upon agriculture's impact on 
ground and surface waters •. One panelist reviewed the results of 
a limited united states Geological Survey project which found 
that water quality was significantly impacted by agricultural ac­
tivities. Well contamination from nitrate-nitrogen was found to 
be particularly high, but pesticide contamination was not found 
to be a significant problem. Another panelist observed that 
agricultural uses are particularly water consumptive since a high 
percentage of irrigation water is lost through evaporation. The 
following recommendations reflect these concerns. 

Recommendation 6.17a Tailor best management practices based on 
appropriateness to the unique and special characteristics of the 
Pinelands. 
It was recommended that the Commission tailor best management 
practices, which are developed for general agricultural use, to 
the special conditions of the Pinelands, identifying those which 
are most appropriate for the Pinelands. This may, for example, 
result in ·the identification of crops that are compatible with 
Pinelands water quality, soil types, and hydrology pat' .erns. 
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Turf farming was mentioned as one form of agriculture that may 
more significantly impact water resources than most other types 
of agriculture. 

It was also suggested that Pinelands-specific best management 
practices may be promoted if coupled with economic incentives to 
encourage ~heir use. 

Few details of the types of management practices or the economic 
incentives were discussed; however, the panel generally appeared 
to support the recommendation. 

Recommendation 6.1.7b study groundwater quality criteria to 
determine best management practices. 
As an alternative to the above recommendation, one panelist of­
fered that the environmental criteria for recommending specific 
types of best management practices in the P inelands Area be 
studied first. This would address a research gap that currently 
exists due to funding cutbacks in the Agricultural Extension 
Service. 

One possible aspect of the study would be to assess the mobility 
of radon in groundwater. Increased radon levels may result from 
the use of ammonia rather than nitrates in fertilizers. 

Another possibility is to study pesticide levels in Pinelands 
groundwater. Al though pesticide levels in groundwater are 
reported to be low in the Pinelands, the U. S. Environmental 
Protection Agency- has recently lowerert their Public Health Ad­
visory concentrations. Therefore, the Commission may choose to 
monitor levels in the future. 

Recommendation 6.18 Support the Department ot Agriculture's best 
management practices program through public education efforts. 
As an outgrowth of Recommendation 6.17, it was recommended by one 
panel member that the Commission promote the Department of 
Agriculture's cost-sharing program to encourage widespread use of 
best management practices and the state's farmland easement 
program. 

Discussion of ways in which the Commission could work with other 
agencies to promote these programs was not explored at the meet­
ing. 

Recommendation 6.19 Discourage agricultural uses in Pinelands 
headwaters. 
Because farm operations can significantl! impair water quality, 
and their location in upper reaches of streams ma~nify those im-
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pacts, one panel member recommended that the Commission create 
mechanisms to discourage farms in or near the headwaters of the 
major Pinelands tributaries. One possible way suggested to ac­
complish this goal includes a land exchange program between land­
owners in upstream and downstream areas. 

Although several panelists supported this recommendation, most 
panelists did not offer an opinion. 

F. Miscellaneous 

Although a specific recommendation was not offered by the panel, 
one participant stated an opinion that the development restric­
tions imposed by the CMF in agricultural management areas has ad­
versely impacted farmers' participation in the state's agricul­
tural easement program. 

In particular, the development restrictions in Pinelands manage­
ment areas were identified by one panel member to be a contribut­
ing factor to the low percentage (approximately 1%) of total 
state permanent agriculture easements in the Pinelands. Con­
versely, a much higher percentage of all farms enrolled in the 
"eight-year" program are located within Pinelands municipalities. 

Since payments for permanent easements are based on fair market 
value, it was argued that there is less economic incentive for 
Pinelands farmers to participate with the permanent easement com­
ponent of the state program. However, another panelist felt 
agricultural easement values in areas of the state with high 
property values were being unfairly compared with Pinelands 
values and that easement prices in more. rural areas are not dis­
similar to the Pinelands. 

still another panel member stated that, because the Commission is 
recognized nationally as a leader in agricultural preservation, 
it should take a lead role in influencing state farm policy. The 
potential for the Commission to influence agriculture-related 
policies of the DEPE, the Department of Labor, the Department of 
Community Affairs, the Department of Agriculture, and the state 
legislature was mentioned. 

Recommendation 6.20 Playa more prominent role in educating 
farmers about state and national requirements. 
An ·educational process was recommended to assist farmers to ad­
just their agriculture practices to evolving state and federal 
regulations without adding unexpected costs. Information en 
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changes in regulations related to farm labor, underground oil 
tank storage, tax legislation, etc. should be widely disseminated 
to the industry and realistic compliance timetables should be 
pursued by policy makers. . 

This recommendation was offered by one panelist. Discussion of 
the specific role the Commission might assume was not explored at 
the meeting. 

Recommendation 6.21 Seek retorm of state farmland assessment 
leqislation to benefit actual farmers. 
Concerns were expressed by several panelists that state farmland 
assessment policies are not benefiting farmers to the extent they 
could. Income requirements, acreage requirements, and ownership 
patterns were mentioned as particular areas of concern. 

One panelist then recommended that the Commission should seek 
reforms. in state farmland assessment legislation. Specific 
changes were not discussed. 

This recommendation did not receive any objections from the rest 
. of the panel. 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

One member of the public suggested that further analysis of the 
impacts of agriculture should be undertaken because the diversity 
of agricultural activities make it difficult to generalize about 
impacts. Policies in this area should not be m"3.de from in­
adequate databases. 

Another individual expressed a· concern over the panel's advocacy 
of best management practices because economic interests might 
prevail over environmental considerations. 
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A .gncu ture W kh or s op R ecommendatlons 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff(4) 

Health of the 6.01 Coordinate with Dep't. of Agriculture to Study lwm-P 
Industry categorize its data into Pinelands 

and non-Pinelands areas. 

6.02 Do regional share trend analyses of changes Study -
in net farm income and land and equipment 
purchases within and outside the Pinelands. 

. 

6.03 Study farmers' perceptions and altitudes Study -
toward future of industry within and 
outside the Pinclands. 

6.04 Do regional share trend analyses of farm Study 6wm-P 
size and crop production acres within and 
outside the Pinelands. 

6.05 Do regional share trend analyses of changes Study -
in agricultural land values within and 
outside the Pinelands. 

(1) Recommendalion!. oUered by one or more panel members Ire lisled whether or nOllhey were di~cu!l.5cd in detail or whether or nOllhey were supported by 
other panelists. 

(2) Three lyres of Commluion aclions Irc noled: ·eM))· denotes a CMP amendment; ·Study· denotes more: than a nominal.mount of time (or analysis; and 
• Admin.· denotes aclion withoul an amendment or study. 

(3) The -Estimate of R~ourccs· b. an approximation of IlaU or monetary rc~()urces (hal wouh.l be needed, EMimalCl Ire not presented for CMP Imendmenll, 

("') slarr rn-nufl'(".\ arc :oohtlwn in wmk I1lllnlh~ (Win) (the "PllItlllinUite ftmount nf ~I"rr Ilmc·nnc\\lIry In cmHpit-le the 1.II.\k) hy oHlce. Orrku arc Indicated a! 

rollows: p. PI.II."nins; S - Science; DR - Development Revicwj and pp. Public Programs. No entries arc presented for leM Ihan I work monlh. 

(5) Monclary cnllies are very preliminary c..\limalc..Ci of costs associated wilh a consulling conlu<.:1 or with Ihe hiring of additional starr. No entries arc 
siven if CO~IS arc expcclcd 10 be: less Ihan Sl,OlXl 

(6) Noles represent Slarr commenl!; which may he rclevant to the Commission's c:valuation of Ihe recommendations. 

$$$(5) 

-

$30,000 

$20,000 

-

$30,000 

Notes(6) 

o Would complement other economic 
monitoring programs (see Recommendation 2.01) 

o Uncertain as to what specific data might be 
available 

o State may not have the resources to easily 
accomplish 

o Full GIS may be necessary 

o Net farm income data may not be readily available 
o Land purchase data may be unreliable 
o Equipment purchase data may not be readily 

available 
o Uncertain if results will be informative 

o Statistical survey would be required 
o External factors may cloud any CMP-

related conclusions 
o Business altitudes can change quickly 

o Could be coupled with Recommendation 6.02 
o Unlikely that CMP-related conclusions would be 
reached 

o Full G IS may be necessary 

o Independent land value studies already undertaken 
o Land values may not be indicative of industry'S 

health 



A ·gncu ture W kh or s op R d ecommen atlOns 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) 

eMP Standards 6.06a Prohibit farm subdivisions in both eMP 
agricultural production areas. 

6.06b Re-examine 10 acre farm subdivision Study/ 
requirement in the Agricultural Production eMP 
Area, and develop eMP standards to prevent 
subdivision and development contrary to 
the long-term maintenance of a viable 
agricultural land base. 

6.07a Reduce the maximum permitted floor area of eMP 
agricultural commercial establishments. 

6.07b Tie the maximum permitted floor area of eMP 
agricultural commercial establishments 
to location and traffic impacts. 

6.08a Permit exceptions to certain site 
development standards for farm labor 
housing: 

1. seasonal high water table 

2. wetland buffers 

(1) Rrcommend.liont oIC«td by one (K rDo("C pand m(mbcl'1l are lifted .ncthCT 01 nOI they ... cre dilC\l.Kd in dcltoll (I( .-bc:thcr or not tb<J were lupportcd by 
other plndluJ.. 

(1) Th~ tyrn 0( C.otr)ml ... k'lO acdooe .~ nof;("jj: "eMf"" dnlO4n a CMr ammdmC'nl; "S1IIdy" Moot" more th,n. nomlnal.moun. 0( time ror analy.I.; and 
-Admin.- dn'lt'Mn action .. ithoul an amrndm<nl or .IUdy. 

(f) Stat( raouroa a« .bown In MXt montbt (WtQ) (the approdmatc amount ol,tAll thot' nc:« .. ...,.lo oomplnc the wk.) by ollkc. omca an Indicated .. 
r~ P • P1lnnlna: S· Scknor; DR . Dcvdopmmt RNkw; .nd pr . Publk Propma.. No cOlric. are pracnlcd (or k.. than t M>d month. 

(5) M~ rntOn ace Yrf} prdll1llnary aliau.ta 01 ooeu ... oc:t"tC'd with • con.ullln, conlr'ICt ('J(" YAth the: hlnn, of addltlonaJ .tarT. No entrb arc 
Jivm J{ COIU we Cxpt"CtN to be lnI than $1.000. 

-

. 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff( 4) $$$(5) 

- -

2wm-P -

- -

- -

- -

Notes(6) 

o In use elsewhere 
o Exceptions would need to be carefully structured 

o Provisions strengthened during last eMP 
review 

o Other than prohibition on subdivision or 
larger area requirements, uncertain what other 
improvements may be possible 

o Uncertain if a real problem exists 
o Involves policy decision as to whether 

individual farm stands, or larger establishments 
which may serve several farms, are appropriate 

o May limit marketing opportunities 

o Rationale exists for variable sizes but it 
may be difficult to implement 

o May set precedent for exceptions relative to 
other land uses 

o Legal basis needs to be explored 

o A two foot limit is generally consistent with 
DEPE requirements 

o Could be limited to already disturbed areas 

o Buffer requirements are already variable except 
for septic disposal fields 

o Mav be of limited benefit to berry operations 



A .gncu ture W k I or SlOp R ecommendatlons 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Pancl Mcmbers(l) Action(2) Staff(4) 

3. nitrate/nitrogen standards. 

6.08b Treat farm labor housing as a "presump- CMP -
tive" hardship when considering waivers 
of strict compliance. 

6.09a Permit vegetative compost facilities in CMP -
Agricultural Production Areas. 

6.09b Permit small-scale vegetative compost CMP -
facilities in Agricultural Production 
Areas. 

6.10 Actively promote vegetative composting Admin. Ongoing 
through public educational efforts. 

Permitting 6.11 Promote uniformity of municipal permitting Admin. Ongoing 
Procedures procedures relative to agricultural 

development. 

(I) Rccommeridalium oHercd hy Ulle or more panel nl(~mbcrs arc lislet! whclhcr or nut they were disl.:usscd in detail or whether or nOllhey were supporlcd by 
olher panc:lislS. 

(2) Three Iypc.-' of Ctlmmis!Oioo actions arc lUlled: ·C~iP· dennles a CMP amendment; "Study· denutes mnrc Ihan a nominalamounl of lime (or anal)'5is; and 
.. Admin: dcnntu actlun without an amcndmcnl or taudy. 

(3) The "Estimate or RClource.,," 15, an arrroximaliun o( slaU or munetary resources thai would he nceded. Estlmatcs arc not prcsented ror eMP amendmenls. 

(.c) Sldr r(sources arc shown in \\'IHk month!> (wm) (the upproximate amount or starr time ncrcssary to complete the la!>k) by oUice. OHiccs are indicated a~ 
rollo\o\.'S: P . Plannin&; S . Scicnt.·c; DR . Dn-dopmcnl Rcvicw; and PP . Puhlic Programs. No entries arc prcsented ror Icss than I work monlh. 

(5) Monclary rnlrie$. arc \'cl)' preliminary c.<.limale5 of costs 8!>suciated with a consulting contract or wilh the hiring or additional staH. No entries arc 
,i~n if ~I.I arc expccled to be Ics.l than SI,'-XK), 

(6) NOles rcpreunl sla(£ commrnh whirh may be rclevanllo the Commission's evaluation or Ihe recommendations. 

$$$(5) 

-

-

-

-

-

Notes(6) 

o Uncertain if many farm tracts are smaller than 
required for septic dilution 

o Would further contribute to nitrate-nitrogen 
levels in groundwater 

o Ties into an existing CMP mechanism for relief 
o May not fully address all problems 

o Incorporates interpretation into CMP 
o Source of vegetative waste and relationship 

to primary farm use should be addressed 
o See Solid Waste Recommendations 5.03 and 5.21 
relative to composting 

o Incorporates interpretation into CMP 
o Source of vegetative waste should be addressed 
o Relationship to primary farm use less of a 

concern 

o Dep't. of Agriculture or Cook College 
initiative may be better received in farming 
community 

o May be incorporated within Development Review 
Recommendation 7.03 

o Will require frequent briefings due to 
turnover 

o May be viewed as an infringement upon 
municipal prero,gatives 



A ·gncu ture W k'h or s op R d ecommcn atlons 

Rcc. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) 

PDCProgram 6.12 Examine ways to increase monetary Study 
benefits of the PDC program to farmers. 

6.13 Allocate PDCs to active farm land CMP 
outside the Preservation Area, APA and SAP A; 
choices inc:lude: 

1. Limit allocation to farm land in 
Forest Areas; or 

2. Limit allocation to concentrated 
areas of agriculture. 

6.14 Study changes in PDC value as compared Study 
with changes in growth area land values, 
within and outside the Pinelands. 

6.15 Provide all eligible property owners with Admin·. 
estimates of PDC entitlements. 

6.16 Study the economic rationale for the TDR Study 
concept. 

(1) RCCOfDfDC'ndllionl offend by one or IDOr'e p.net mC'lIIben are R.led ~C'thC'r Of nOl th~ were diKUlied In detail 01' -..bclbu OC' not lhey were .upportcd by 
othu pancl~u.. 

(2) ThRC ryrn 01 Commlukln actItlNl '('f noce4: "eMf"" MnOin I eMP ammdmC'nli "SIU~ dtnotn morc than I nominal amount 01 time 10f' .n • .,..I.; .nd 
• Admin.· dmol" -.c11on ..tlhout an ammdmmt or IIUIIy. 

(4) St.alI rnoun::n arc ahown In MXt. manu.. ( ... ) (!.be Irprodm.1C .mounl of ... rt II~ n("en'll} IoClOl'llpklc lheIMk) by oIrke. Offlon arc Indlcaled .. 
rolowa: P . P\annlns; 5 . Sdmoc; DR • D.vdopa.mt Rnokr. ancI rr . Public PWI"'mL No cnlrlca IW'C pr-ncnted rot' an. than t wort. mooih. 

(S) MontUf} mt.rln.,-e wry p«llmlnary nllmalu ol 0011 • ...odilia! with. CXJC'Uultlnaoonlnd or .1th the hlrtnao( .ddItlonai .... tt. Nocntrlea In 

Jtvm II' COl" HC apn:trd to be Intlhan Sl.ooo. 

('1 Nota rcprncnl.taJl OOIDIPmll 'Wbktt IDIIJ be rckvanllo (be Commt.!on'. cvafuadon 01 the ruommmdadon .. 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff(4) $$$(5) 

4wm-P -

- -

- $40,000 

36wm - P? -

- $20,000 

Notes(6) 

o PDC study completed in 1988 
o PDC Bank is currently undertaking a project 
relative to receiving areas 

o Impact upon total PDC allocations and 
opportunities for their use needs to be 
considered 

o Reduces impact on total PDC allocations 
o May impact upon Forest Area density transfer 

program 

o Uncertain if state plan or county agricultural 
development areas should be the focus 

o May impact upon density transfer programs in 
Forest and Rural Development Areas , 

o Uncertain how results will relate to decision-
making 

o PDC Bank is contacting property owners, although 
estimated allocations are not provided 

o Estimates will not be reliable and may lead 
to later problems 

o Resources may be better targeted to interested 
property owners 

o TDR rationale is well established 
o Benefits of such a study are unclear 



A ~gncu ture W kh or s op R ecommendatlons 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff( 4) 

Natural Resources 6.17a Tailor best management practices based Study 6wm-S 
on appropriateness to the unique and 
special characteristics of the Pinelands. 

6.17b Study groundwater quality criteria to Study -
determine best management practices. 

6.18 Support Dep't. of Agriculture's best Admin. Ongoing 
management practices program through 
public education efforts. 

6.19 Discourage agricultural uses in Pine1ands Study 
. 

4wm-P 
headwaters. 

Miscellaneous 6.20 Playa more prominent role in educating Admin. 1wm- DR 
farmers about state and national 
req II iremen Is. 

6.21 Seek reform of state farmland assessment Admin. lwm - P 
legislation to benefit actual farmers. 

(I) Recommendalions oUt red by one or more panel members ale lisled whether or nOlthey were discus-sed in detail or whether or nol they were supported by 
olhcr pandh,l5. 

(2) Three lyres of C(lmmi~sion ",,--I inns. arc noll'll: ·CMP- dennles a CMP amcntlmcnl; ·StuLly· denotcs mnrc Ihan a nominal amount of lime for analysi~; and 
• Admin: dcnnlc.! 1I.:lion withoul an 8mcndmcnl or study. 

(3) The -8limalc of Re.soucCQ- is an approximation of starr or monclary resources that would be nceded. Estimates are not presented (or eMP amendments. 

(4) Slafr re!Qurcc! afe shown in work monlhs ( ..... m) (Ihe approximalc amount or slaU lime neccs!iary In complclc the task) by oUice. O((jcc.~ arc indicated as 
follows: P . Planning; S . Science; DR . Dnclopmcnt Review; and pp. Puhlic Programs. No cnldcs arc presenlcd (or Ic..~s than I work month. 

(5) Moncrary enlries arc very preliminary cslimalcs or costs asso~ialed with a consulling contract or wilh the hiring of adt.litional starr. No entries arc 
given if costs arc expected 10 be less than SI,()(Xl. 

(6) NOles repre5C1l1 slarr commenls whil:h may he rclcvanlto the Commission's c",alualion of Ihe recoOlmcnt.lalions. 

$$$(5) 

-

$40,000 

-

-

-

-

Notes(6) 

o May constrain current agricultural practices 
o May require outside expertise re: agriculture 
o Likely to be very complicated unless limited 

to known impacts 
o Recommendations may be controversial, absent 

more detailed research on some issues 

o Likely to involve extensive, long-term 
monitoring 

o May not significantly increase data on 
parameters of primary concern 

o Dep't. of Agriculture efforts may be better 
received in farming community 

o Practices may not reflect special attributes 
of, and concerns in, the Pinelands 

o Uncertain if land exchanges or other techniques 
are feasible 

o Extensive agricultural areas are already located 
in headwaters 

o Other agencies and organizations may be better 
suited for this role 

o Specific changes would need to be evaluated 
o Should involve coordination with the Dep't. 
of Agriculture 



APPENDIX A 

"Agriculture and the Pinelands Plan" Meeting 

Name of Participant 

Donald Applegate 

Robert Battaglia 

Thomas Budd* 

Robert Coughlin 

Adesoji Adelaja 

Joan Ehrenfeld* 

Daniel Galletta 

Samuel Garrison 

List of Participants 

May 28, 1992 

Affiliation 

State. Agricultural Development Commission 

N.J. Department of Agriculture 
N.J. Agricultural Statistics Service 

Pinelands farmer 

Coughlin, Keene & Associates 
architecture/planning consultant 

Rutgers University, Cook College 
Dep't. of Agricultural Economics & Marketing 

Rutgers Univeristy, Cook College 
Institute for Marine & Coastal Sciences 

Aqua Terra Assoc., N.J. planning 
consultant & Pinelands farmer 

N.J. Department of Agriculture 

Samuel Hamill, Jr.* Samuel Hamill, Jr., Assoc. 
planning consultant 

Walter Katona 

Mark Morgan 

David Rizzotte 

Eric Vowinkel 

Ed Fox 

William Harrison 

John C. Stokes 

Karen Young 

Robert Zampella 

Pinelands farmer 

Rutgers University, Camden Campus 
Biology Department 

Atlantic County Agricultural Development 
Board & Pinelands farmer 

U.S. Geological Survey 

Pinelands Commission, Planning & Research 

Pinelands Commission, Assistant Director 
Development Review 

Pinelands Commission, Assistant Director 
Planning & Management 
Workshop Coordinator 

Pinelands Commission, Development Review 

Pinelands Commission, Science Office 

* Panelist was invited but was unable to attend meeting. 



APPENDIX B 

Agriculture in the Pinelands 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

May 28, 1992 

Industry-oriented 

1.. Are the following factors relevant in judging the "health" 
of agriculture as an industry? 

. 0 Farm income 
o Acreage in production 
o Production estimates by crop 

What other factors are useful in measuring the health of the 
industry? 

2. What data exists relative to these indicators? Can these 
data be dis-aggregated for the Pinelands? 

3. As a means of judging Pinelands impacts, is it appropriate 
to compare these factors in the Pinelands relative to those 
in the larger seven Pinelands county region and to the state 
as a whole? . 

4. Do you have data available any on these factors? If ·so, what 
trends a~e evident when comparing pre-Pinelands conditions 
(1980 and earlier) with conditions since adoption of the 
Pinelands Plan? What trends relative to the seven county 
Pinelands region and the state as a whole are evident? Do 
you have reason to believe these trends mayor may not con-

. tinue? If so, why? 

5. If trends in important indices are evident, what conclusions 
can be drawn? To what extent might these be attributed to 
the Pinelands Plan? 

6. On the basis of your own knowledge, do you have an opinion 
as to whether the Pinelands Plan has positively or nega­
tively affected the viability of agriculture in the 
Pinelands? 

- overall? 
- specif~c segments or types? 

In addition to those already discussed, what other analyses 
should be done to test these working hypotheses? 

7. If negative trends are evident, what steps can state govern­
ment in general or the Pinelands Commission in particular 
take to reverse them? 

I 



8. To what extent do Pinelands land use standards affect the 
viability of agriculture in the Pinelands? What, if any, 
specific changes in the Pinelands land use standards might 
enhance the industry's viability in the Pinelands? 

9. Are the ·Pinelands Plan's agricultural standards effective in 
maintaining the industry's viability? What specific changes 
in these standards might enhance the industry's viability? 

10. Do any of the Plan's other management standards (e.g. wet-
. lands, water quality) negatively affect agricultural opera­
tions? To what extent do these negative impacts occur? Do 
these have industry-wide significance? What, if any, 
specific changes in these standards might enhance farming's 
viability? 

11. What, if any, types of development essential to agricultural 
operations must receive Pinelands permits? Should these 
developments be exempted from the Pinelands permitting 
process? How would these permit exemptions enhance 
agriculture's viability? 

12. The original CMP made recommendations and requirements based 
upon existing best agricultut:al "management practices at the 
time (1980)~ To what extent have pest management practices 
and other marketing, distribution, mechani"zation/labor, etc. 
assumptions changed, and how do Pinelands agr icul tural 
regulations differ from or compare to current state farming 
regulations? Are changes in Pinelands regulations warranted? 
Are there Federal or other state policies which might be ap­
propriate to consider in New Jersey or in the Pinelands? 

13. Is additional research or analysis needed before any of the 
recommendations previously discussed are considered? If so, 
what should be its focus? 

Environment-Oriented 

14. What types of positive and negative environmental impacts 
are generally associated with agricultural activities? Are 
they short or long term in nature? 

15. Do you/have any data available on these impacts in the 
Pinelands? If so, to what extent are the impacts evident? 

16. Does this data suggest that trends are evident? Are these 
positive or negative in nature? To what extent might thes~ 
be attributed to the Pinelands Plan? Do you have reason to 
believe these trends mayor may not continue? If so, why? 

2 



17. On the basis of your own knowledge, do you have an opinion 
as to whether agricultural activities have positively or 
negatively affected the long-term maintenance of the 
Pinelands ecosystem and its natural resource&? What analyses 
should be done to test these working hypotheses? 

18. If negative impacts are evident, what steps can state 
government in general or the Pinelands Commission in par­
ticular take to reverse them? 

19. To what extent do Pinelands land use standards relative to 
agriculture-help maintain the essential character of the 
Pinelands environment? What, if any, specific changes in 
land use standards might better protect or enhance natural 
resource values? 

20. Are the Pinelands Plan's agricultural standards effective in 
maintaining natural resource values or limiting significant 
negative impacts? What, if any, specific changes in these 
standards might be warranted? 

21. To what extent do the Plan's other management standards 
(e. g. wetlands, wa tel' quali ty) promote na tural resource 
protection'in agricultural areas? What, if any, specific 
changes might you suggest relative to farming activities? 

22. To what extent do any of the recommendations previously 
identified to enhance the agriculture industry have environ­
mental implications? Are they positive or negative? Are 
they significant from a regional perspective? 

23. To what extent have New Jersey legislation and/or regula­
tions relative to farming and its environmental impacts 
changed since 1980 when the Pinelands Plan was formulated? 
Do any of these changes warrant revisions to the Pinelands 
Plan? 

24. Are there other Federal or state regulations relative to 
agriculture and its environmental impacts which might be ap­
propriate for consideration in the Pinelands? If so, how do 
they compare wi th cur rent Pinelands requi rements? Wha t 
natural resource values might be better addressed if these 
other standards are considered? 

25. Are there types of agricultural activities which do not cur­
rently require applications to the Pinelands Commission that 
should be required to do so to avoid potential adverse en­
vironmental impacts? If required, how would these procedures 
impact upon the industry's viability? 

3 



.26. Is addi tional research or analysis needed before any of 
these recommendations previously discussed are considered? 
If so, what should be its focus? 

4 



APPENDIX C 

Background Information 

for 

Agriculture and the Pinelands Plan Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Pinelands Management Area Standards - Subchapter 5 of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP): 7:50-5.11 to 

·5.13 (Management Areas), 7:50-5.24 (Agricultural Production 
Areas), and 7:50-5.25 (Special Agricultural Production 
Areas). 

2. Pinelands Management Program Standards - Subchapter 6 of the 
CMP, Part I - Wetlands (7:50-6.1 to 6.14), Part II - Vegeta­
tion (7:50-6.21 to 6.24), and Part V - Agriculture (7:50-
6.51 to 6.54). 

3. Pinelands Development Standards Subchapter 6 of the 
Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, revised 2/29/88, 
summary. 

4. Pinelands Agriculture Application Requirements 

5. Beaton, W. Patrick. "The Impact of Regional Land-Use Con-
trols on Property Values: The Case of the New Jersey 
Pinelands." Land Economics. May 1991. 

6. Classification of New Jersey Farmland 1980 to 1990. 

7. Crop Summary Trends. 

8. The Effects of Agricultural Zoning on the Value of Farmland, 
Resource Management Consultants, February 1991. 
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Public Comments Received Prior to Technical Panel Meeting 



CITY OF ESTELL MANOR 
OFFICE OF: 

PLANNING BOARD 
P.O. BOX 102 

ESTELL MANOR, NJ 08319 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Bo:< 102 
New 'Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Att: Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

April 1,1992 

Enclosed please find our response to your letter dated 
February 28, 1992 regarding key topics for Pinelands Commission 
review. 

Topic One: We have no problem with solid waste. 

Topic Two: Resource Based Industries: The problem is that they 
cannot be the only industries in the municipality. 

Topic Three: Economic Impacts: The economic impact is very 
severe. The Pinelands 'is not taking into consideration the 
economic impact on the municipality that they are regulating. The 
Pinelands regulations are making it difficult to collect the 
school taxes, which our constitution requires to be imposed, in 
order to meet the constitutional needs of a thorough and 
efficient education. The Pinelands Commission must recognize 
that the municipalities have other concerns beyond those within 
the egos of the Pinelands, such as the financing of public 
schools, the financing of other municipal improvements, the 
provision for health and safety of the residents, and without a 
proper ta~ base, no municipality can operate the way we are 
expected to operate under Pinelands regulations. 

Topic Four: Pinelands Permitting: We fe~l that the Pinelands is 
operated too strictly, that they follow some untried textbook 
theories, which we simply do not feel are working in practice. 

Topic Five: Growth Demands and Policies: This is best left to 
the municipality and not to the Pinelands Commission, 
particularly in a municipality such as Estell Manor, where the 
philosophy for limited but orderly growth, which is consistent 
with the overall philosophy of the Pinelands. The problem is we 
feel the local officials are far better able to determine the 



specific needs of the community and the specific details as to 
how the community should be regulated better than the Pinelands 
Commission , which does not consist of any local residents in the 
case of Estell Manor, which is geographically removed a distance 
of approximately fifty miles. 

If you should have any questions regarding the above comments, 
please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely, ~ ~ 

7fZ.~///!~ 
Renee S. McGarry 

Secretary 



~
' -. .J. n. ,-nc;.~,;;lVj" 

. FORTY EAS-r,: SECOND STREET· 
MOORESTOWN N. J. OoolS7 

December 11, 1991 
N.J.Pinelands Commission 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J.' 08064 

Maureen, please bring this to the attention of the Commissioners A~A? , 

re: Issues facing future Pine lands research in archaeological 
sam~ling and collection in buffer ar~as . 

An issue of serious concern is the management, nrotection and 
scientific use of cultural resources in buffer, deed restricted and 
set-aside parcels after Pinelands a~proval. This circumstance serves 
to ~reatly impede historical ~nd scientific research. 
Since little regulation and no nrotection or retrival mechanisms ex'­
sists for archaeological data inquiry after sub-division arid individ­
ual pro~erty o~~ershi~ an im~roved nrogram needs to be im?lemented to 
both safeguard and sample these resources in the planning and applica­
tion stages as well as after construction and individual pro?erty 
ownershi-o. 
My recommendation is first, to ~rovide some legal and enforcement 
mechanisms with' teeth' to prevent individual prooerty ov,rners from 
knowingly or unknowingly destroying cultural resources in these desig­
nated zones; second.,'" to sam-ole all sites of cultural use a."d re­
source found within these zones in stage I & II archaeological 'surveys 
and third, to establish a se''"Jarate rt.=!oository for Pinelands cultural 
resources for ongoing and future scientific research so a more uniform 
singular body of documents and artifacts are in one ulace. 
An enormous ootential exists for gleaning more direct, nristine and 
unfettered knowledge of Pinelands history and -orehistory in these 
:!ones since most of the already knov!n resources occur \'Ii thin 'wetland' 
buffers. As concerned and serious researchers we are overlooking a·. 
large body of data and research potential under the guise of'protection' 
that in effect, to :this day, denies pUr'ooseful. necessary scientific -. ' 

research from the~e neglected areas. 
In essence, we are only getting a minute flickpr of reflection through 
the window ~f the past in Pinelands history and land-use. 

Resoectfully submitted, 
'0., \ " ,. 
~j~,- ~ ~_'-'.i*-.. -..,.~,,,,,,,,-" __ 

John H.Cresson 



~ F7'RTY EAST SE,-:ONC STREET 
, . MOOR~STOWN, N • .1.' OeO'157 

.... 
April 1.91, 1992 

New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
P.O.Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J. ~8.9164 

To: Executive Director, Terrence Moore and Commissioners 
re: Key Topics for Pinelands Commission Review-"The management, 

protection and scientific use of cultural resources in the 
New Jersey Pine lands 
In reguard to Topic 2: Resource Based Industries,ie. berrJ 

farming, the construction and maintainence of berms, dikes and 
road systems has destroyed irreplacable archaeological resources 
and continues to impact and threaten these resources as berry 
farming practices employ borrow pitting tactics extracting un­
disturbed soils (sand and gravel) from adjacent or nearby up­
land pristine lo.cations. Each time this is conducted whole or :.' 
parts of New .rersey and Pinelands history and prehistory are 
destroyed. 
Policies in the past have either ignored or grandfathered,the 
activity since it has been a long held Pinelands agricultural 
practice; or treated this as a trade-off situation choosing 
not to regulate at all since other newer land use practices 
were easier and less controversial to bring into compliance. 
The problem is, the very environments that these berry farms 
occupy-former cedar swamps and adjacent environs-comprise a 
narrow range of micro environmental niches that are totally 
unstudied and unknown from the standpoint of early human land 
use. ega headwater drainage divide basin of the Rancocas and 
Mullica systems. 
Assessment should be conducted on berry farming practices within 
the Pinelands and especially in these critical areas to both 
evaluate the extent of damage (past and ongoing) as well as 
propose and initiate a selective archaeological program of 
sampling and retrival in order to preserve and interpret the 
~ast cultural behavior before its totally destroyed. 
In reguard to activities related to forest management, a topic 
in and of itself usually of low impact to cultural resources 

unless new roads and staging areas are being cut or established 
in locales adjacent to wetlands, ie. present day cedar logging, 

(l) 



or situated on upland dune ridges and terraces. Certain specific 
landforms with affinities to earlier human associations need to 
be recognized, mapped and studied as potential sources of historic 
and prehistoric data. 
Also other forest management practices that employ fire prevention 
techniques using ditches, breaks and fire roads need to be more 
fully assessed. If possible when these impact areas are predeter­
mined by forest management schemes consideration should be taken 
to avoid the potential occurrence or mitigate the archaeological 
resources in these areas. 
Under Topic 4, Pinelands Permitting, although I am not adverse to 
the stre·am1ining of Pineland review and permitting practices but 
as expressed in a previous letter reguarding this topic (see en­
closed) serious shortfalls in the protection, management and 
scientific investigation of cultural resources are still unresolved. 
(See my letter of Dec. 11, 1991 for specific concerns and recom­
mendations). All archaeological resources need to be proportionally 
sam~led for site specific data reguardless of their ~ositions 
".ri thin or outside of the buffers. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~ 
John H. Cresson 
JHC/cmc 
cc Dr. Barry Brady, N.J. Pinelands Commission 

Dr. Anthony Ranere, Temple University, Archaeological Consultant 
Josenh Arsenault, Environmental Consultant 
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APPENDIX E 

ASSOCIATION OF MUNICIPAL ASSESSORS 
OF BURL INGTON COUNTY 

June 5, 1992 

Pinelands Commission 
Attn.: Richard Sullivan, Chairman 
P. O. Box 7 
15 Springfield Road 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

RE: NON-APPURTENANT WOODLAND-FORESTRY OPERATION, FARMLAND 
ASSESSMENT 

Dear Mr. SUllivan: 

I Carol A. Kerr, Pr~sident and Sharon R. Austin, Co-Chairman 
Pineland/Farmland Committee, both represent the Burlington County 
Assessors Association would like comment on a viable established 
forestry review system that works and is used throughout the 
entire State of New Jersey to implement the Farmland Assessment 
Act. This Act establishes a system to review, inspect, 
administer and promote professional forestry within the Woodlands 
in the State of New Jersey. 

The Legislation develops a cooperative partnership between the 
Division of Taxation, Local Tax Assessors and the Bureau of 
Forest Management. Woodland owners that meet all the regulations 
are classified as agricultural and subsequently taxes are based 
on Farmland rates. Forestry activities are just one of many 
forms of Agricultural uses addressed under our Farmland 
Assessment program. Forestry should be actively promoted to 
ensure the mutual benefits we all enjoy from healthy diverse 
woodlands. 



We have personally worked with the staff of the Bureau of Forest 
Management and have found their" sincere interest and 
professionalism to be of the highest standard and their goal have 
always been to optimize the forest resources for all. 

Very truly yours, 

Carol A. Kerr, resident 
Burlington County Assessor's Assoc • 

.. ~\6J)~~~ 
Sharon R. Austin, Co-Chairman 
Burlington County Assoc. Pinelands Committee 

SRA-CAK/DB 

cc: Donald Kosul, Chairman 
~~J Pinelands Commission 

John Benton 
Region B, State Forestry Services 

An affiliate of the Association of Municipal Assessors of NJ 



July 21, 1992 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First' Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
114 Titus Mill Road 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

I am a Landscape Architect who has submitted development applications to the Pine lands 
Commission an several occasions. Based upon my experiences, as well as those expressed 
to me by developers, landowners, and municipalities, it is ,apparent that the Commission is 
failing to achieve its mandate of protecting the Pine lands. They have been extremely 
effective in preventing development, but unfortunately preventing development does not 
necessarily protect and, certainly does not enhance the Pinelands. 

Long before the Pine lands Commission was established to "Protect" the Pinelands, there 
were farmers, boatbuilders, ironworks, etc., as well as the villages they supported. During 
formulation of the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), these same industries and 
villages were lauded as part of the Pinelands Heritage. Had they not existed before the 
Commission, however, the Commission would not allow them to exist today. Furthermore, 
by developing an expensive and cumbersome permit process in which everything is a major 
development, the Commission is slowly and systematically eliminating what "heritage" is left. 
Its impact upon two traditional and supposedly "desired" activities, i.e., farming and forestry, 
is especially disturbing. Both have suffered immensely since adoption of the CMP and while 
forestry has not recently been a major industry, it would seem to be perfectly suited to not 
only protect and enhance the Pinelands, but also provide economic benefit through 
intelligent m<illagement as a renewable natural resource. 

The Commission's myopic approach to "protecting" the Pinelands is nothing more than a 
feeble maintenance of the Status Quo. By their adherence to the belief that all land use is 
inherently bad, they have dismissed out of hand many opportunities to correct past habitat 
destruction and thereby enhance the Pinelands. 



Mr. Richard J. Sullivan 
July 21, 1992 
Page Two 

This misguided belief underlines the Commission's fundamental misunderstanding of the 
social and economic aspects of the Pinelands and their interrelationship and inevitable 
impacts upon its ecology. The Commission ha.s never failed to exhort the bad effects that 
poor land use and development has had upon the Pinelands. Unfortunately, it has failed 
miserably to acknowledge, perhaps even grasp the possibilities for enhancement that 
sensitive land use can, in fact, bring. 

• Why can't endangered species be re-introduced? 

Why can't critical habitat be created? 

Why can't foresters be permitted to utilize and manage some of its renewable 
resource~ in a manner that will insure its long term health and vigor? 

Why can't thoughtful developers be "allowed to provide housing and business 
opportunities in designated areas to those whose vested interest it would be to 
protect and enhance the Pinelands? 

Why can't the Pinelands be restored? 

Because the Commission has not and will not permit it. 

Furthermore, through its unmitigated contempt of landowners who would utilize the 
Pine lands natural resources and its arrogant disregard of those with the experience and 
expertise to manage them, the Commission is alienating, and in some cases, destroying its 
most important constituency. Through its presumed omnipotence, the Commission's staff 
or inexperienced environmental scientists and experienced )nwyers (lre insuring the 
Pinelands' slow, but certain, deterioration. 

Until the Commission is made answerable for its actions and non-actions, it is inevitable that 
the "Pine lands" will one day exist only as an image that they dispel upon a naive and 
uninformed public. 

Timothy Kaluhiokalani, ASLA 
Landscape Architect 



Coughlin Keene &- Associates 

Planning and Policy Analysis 

John C. Stokes 
Assist_ant Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.o. Box 7 
New lisbon, N.J. 08064 

Dear John, 

~ -, '- ... 
j':'. '-, .,JUN -_6 r,:.j 1992 

.... _.f _c"':· _-' .J '. • 

May 29, 1992 

I found yesterday's workshop very stimulating and look forward 
to receiving the summaries of it and the other workshops. Thanks 
for inviting me. 

It seems to me that the 10-acre provision for farm-related 
dwellings may be a loop hole that will soon lead to the breakup of 
the agricultural land resource, and therefore prevent the 
continuation of commercial agriculture in the Pine lands , despite' 
all the good work of the Commission. The idea of not allowing 
subdivision for farm-related dwellings is probably a good one. I 
would suggest you analyze it along with the idea of requiring such 
dwellings to be placed on one-acre lots and decide which is best. 
Based on yesterday's discussion, either would be better than the 
present provision. 

To follow up on my suggestion that you also consider imposing 
a limitation on division of farmland tracts, I enclose a brief 
description of such a provision from Guiding Growth. Clarke County, 
Virginia, has adopted a similar provision, as have other counties 
in the West. Such a limitation is also recommended in AA's 1989 
policy Implementation Principle, What Should APA's Position be on 
Planning and zoning for Farmland _Protection? 

Incidentally, you may find Guiding Growth to be of some value 
to your program, even though it was written specifically with the 
laws and programs of Pennsylvania in mind. I enclose an order 
blank. 

Yours sincerely, 

//) / 
//:;;~ . 

Roberf E. Coughlln 

l 
P.O. Box 8776, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19101 / (215) 247-8180 



SUBDIVISION REGULATION ______________________ Ii/{;;,'llk ___ _ 

8. LIMITs ON AGRICULTURAL LAND DIVISION 

WHAT IT DOES: Protects the agriculruralland base by preventing the division of 
land into small or medium size parcels that are too small to comprise economically 
viable f.ums. 

HOW IT WORKS: As agricultural land is broken up from large parcels into me­
dium size parcels, the resulting parcels are less well-suited to agricultural use and 
are more attractive to non-f.mners who can afford to pay higher per-acre prices 
than would be economically supportable by agricultural production. As a result, 
th~T !!'..2y 0!!tbid 6_.'·!!1~'"S fo!" lmd. Th~, the 2.'.'ai!abili!:'f of s~:.r p2...ooccls r~r:. 2.C­

cderate the transformation of the land market from a rural one into an urban or 
exuroan one. 

Some municipalities have adopted provisions in their subdivision or roning ordi­
nances that limit the division of agricultural land into parcels that are smaller than 
desirable for agriculture. 

Hopewell Township, Yolk County, stipulates that land in its Agricultural Zone 
may be subdivided into two or more "farms" only if after transfer each will con- . 
rain at least IOO acres. If the original pared contains fewer than IOO acres, land 
from it may be transferred to another pared so long as the second parcd, after 
transfer, is at least as large as the original parcd was prior to transfer. In addition, 
the Hopewell ordinance requires that any new' division line being created betWeen 
two f.ums shall be agriculrurally reasonable and shall not render the agricultural 
use of the tracts less efficient; e.g. under normal circumstances, fidds and contour 
strips shall not be divided. 

Hopewell's IOO-acre cutoffis based on an analysis of all fann cores in the town­
ship. The farm core consists of the contiguous tracts that typically include the 
fumstead, barns, equipment sheds, and other agricultural facilities. In Hopewell, 
three-quarters of all fum cores were larger than 100 acres. Hopewell's 100-acre 
minimum does not preclude the creation of I-acre lots under its sliding scale agri-

. cultural zoning provisions. 

COMPLEMENTARY PROGRAMS: Agricultural Zoning (Cat. No. 21), Agricul­
tural Security Areas (Cat. No. 31), Diffe:renrial Assessment (Cat. No. 32), Purchase of 
Agriculru.ral Conserv:ttion Easements (Cat. No. 38). 

WHERE IT HAS BEEN USED: Hopewell Township, York County (discussed 
above). Shrewsbury and Peach Bottom Townships, also in York County, have 
similar provisions. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION: Gilbert G. Malone, Esq., 29 Duke Srreet, York, 
PA 17401. Tel.: (717) 843-8001. 
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Building Better Communities and Protecting Our Countryside /01' 

A Planning and Growth Management Handbook for Pennsylvania Municipalities 

Although Pennsylvania's population growth is modest overall, the current sprawl and scatter 
pattern of development is destroying farmland, open space and the economic viability of existing 
cities and towns, while providing housing for relatively few people at great c·ost. How can we 
do it better? 

The 300 page handbook brings together a vast array of information on the environmental, design, 
legal, and practical aspects of pl.anning and growth management for local municipalities. It is a 
guide to good community development under existing laws and with the use of existing tools. 
It includes a 114 page catalog of techniques and programs, and information on where and how 
they have been used. 

ABOUT THE AUTHORS 

Robert E. Coughlin, AICP, is a partner in the firm of Coughlin, Keene and Associates and is Senior Fellow in 
ie Department of City and Regional Planning, University of Pennsylvania. 

Joanne R. Denworth, Esq., is President of the Pennsylvania Environmental Council. She has previous 
experience in environmental and municipal law, housing and urban development, and has served as a 
member of Pennsylvania's Environmental Hearing Board. 

John C. Keene, Esq., AICP, is a Professor and Chairman of the Department of City and Regional Planning, 
University of Pennsylvania and a partner in the firm of Coughlin, Keene and Associates. 

John W. Rogers, is an environmental planner and Vice President of CH2M Hill. He is Chair of the Pennsylvania 
Environmental Council's Growth Strategies Task Force. 

Robert F. Brown, Jr., FAIA, illustrator, is a partner in the architectural and planning firm of Geddes, Brecher, 
Qualls and Cunningham. 
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Municipal Officials 
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Environmental Consultants 
Businesses 
Developers 
Lawyers 
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DANIEL .J. GALLETTA 
B MOSS VIEW LANE 

HAMMONTON. N • .J. 08037 

August 3, 1992 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

ATTENTION: John C. Stokes, Assistant Director 

REP: Pinelands Plan Review Agricultural Workshop 

Dear John: 

It has been 
attended. 
staff for 
session. 

some time since the agricultural workshop which I 
However, I would still like to thank you and your 

the invitation. It was an informative and worthwhile 
It was a great pleasure to participate. 

I do not know the status of any recommendations which may be made 
as a result of this meeting. As a follow-up, I thought that I 
would highlight some issues if it is not too late. I shall keep 
these comments brief, in outline for further consideration. 

1. Part II - Definitions 

2.11 Definitions - "Agricultural Employer Housing" 
include: Year-round employer housing. 

"Development Minor" means all development other than 
major development, agricultural employer housing 
provided that the applicant has not constructed more 
than five units within the past two years or an 
agricultural processing facility. 

"Agricultural Products Processing Facility" 
include: including the storage of materials for 
packaging said products. 

Add: "Farm Management Plan" means a plan developed in 
cooperation with the County agricultural and resource 
management agent which demonstrates that the property 
will be farmed as a unit unto itself or as part of 
another farm operation in the area. 

Add: "Vegetative Waste Composting Facility" means a 
solid waste facility which is designed, dev~loped and 
operated for the purpose of composting leaves, grass, 
brush, food processing waste, farm waste or any other 
vegetative waste as identified under NJAC 7:26-2.13(g)1 
iv No. 23 Vegetative Waste. 
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Part III - Minimum Standards for Land Use Distribution and 
Inventories 

Agricultural employee housing and agricultural processing 
facilities should be a "permitted" use not an optional 
permitted use in all districts where agriculture is 
permitted. 

Subchapter 6. Management Programs and Minimum Standards 

Amendments to: Part I - Wetlands, 6.14 Wetlands Transition 
Area and Part VIII - Water Quality, 6.84(a)4iv Depth to 
Seasonal High Water Table 

Agricultural employee housing units and agricultural 
processing facilities allowing exception to the standards 
contained in NJAC 7:S0-6.84(a)4iv and NJAC 7:50-6.14 provided 
that: 

1. The dwelling or housing units meet the standards of 
NJAC 7:S0-S.24(a)2; and 

2. The parcel is at least 10 but less than 50 acres or 
consist of contiguous land under common ownership of at 
least 10 to but not less than 50 acres, then the standard 
of NJAC 7:50-6.84(a)4iv may be reduced by 0.5 feet and 
the standard of NJAC 7:50-6.14 may be reduced by 50 feet; 
or 

3. The parcels are at least 50 acres but less than 100 acres 
or consist of contiguous land under common ownership of 
at least 50 acres but less than 100 acres then the 
standards of NJAC 7:S0-6.84(a)4iv may be reduced by 1.0 
feet and the standard of NJAC 7:50-6.14 may be reduced by 
100 feet to the reduction allowed by NJAC 7:50-5.24(e)2 
above; and 

4. The parcels in excess of 100 acres the standard of NJAC 
7:50-6.84(a)4iv may be reduced by an additional 0.5 feet 
to the reduction allowed by 3 above for each additional 
50 acres in area but in no case more than 2.0 feet total 
and the standard of NJAC 7:50-6.14 may be reduced by an 
additional 50 feet to the reduction allowed by 5.24(e)3 
above for each additional 50 acres in area but in no case 
more than 150 feet total. 
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In all cases, the reduction of standards only apply when the 
wetlands is cleared and farmed as part of an active 
agricultural operation. 

I hope that you will consider these comments as constructive and 
incorporate them into your recommendations. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. 

Your,s;} ruJ y , 

"'-~/X'i~-
Daniel .r: G~lletta, PLS & PP 

DJG/dlm 

cc: William F. Harrison, Esq. 
Karen Young 
Robert Zampella 
David Rizzotte 
Al Galletta 
Fran Brooks 
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June 16, 1992 

To the Pine lands Commissioners: 

We the members of the Cape May County Board of Agriculture are 
collectively requesting a clarification in writing of the legal 
parameters and specific laws that apply to all Agriculture and 
Horticultural activities and uses within the Pinelands. 

At present any reading of the Pine lands Comprehensive Management 
Plan (CMP) does not provide a clearly consistent wording, phrasing, 
or understanding of exactly what is accepted under the cla~s1fication 
of Agricultural or Horticultural activities and uses. 

Specifically, we have a problem with the CMP's operational 
definition of ,Development and Major Development. Please refer to 
Part II - Definitions 7:S0-2.11, page SO-17 where Agricul~ural and 
Horticultural uses are not excluded as aspects of Major Development. 
We find the phrasing hereto be inconsistent with and/or in direct 
conflict with'~he Pinelands Protection Act of 1979, 13:18A-3G 
Definitions", within which agricultural or horticultural purposes 
are excluded under the definition of major development. Also, in 
the CMP's definition of agricultural or horticultural purpose or 
use on page 50-1S, it states that the harvesting of trees and forest 
products is a part of agriculture, which there again is inconsistent 
with the definition of development. Also, in the CMP Part V - Agri­
culture, 7:50-6.S3A on page SD-143, it states that as long as we use 
recommended management practices established by the N.J. Department 
of Agriculture, the Soil Conservation Service and the N.J. Agricul­
tural Experimental Station at Rutgers University; this is how 
agricultural activities and uses are to be carried out; with the 
assistance of professionals in these fields, and not by the Pinelands 
Commission. This, again, is inconsistent with the definition of 
development and development major on page 50-17. 

The predicament we find ourselves in is not tolerable and can 
not be allowed to continue. The effects of the current legal con­
fusion and the enforcement of such by Pine lands officials who are 
lacking field experience or training in the f~eld by professionals 
in agriculture, horticulture, wildl~fe management, or forestry, has 
created numerous cases of needless hardship for farmers within ~he 
Pinelands. Examples of some of the hardships for farmers are: 
senseless requests to file applications to the Pinelands or local 
municipalities for Agriculture or Horticulture activities and uses, 
expenses of hiring lawyers and professional planners, and protracted 
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correspondence-which wastes many months of precious time and 
potential revenue. These hardships, which have many farmers in 
the Pinelands area that would participate in forestry management 
so disgusted by applications and permits to and from the Pinelands 
and municipalities, that it is too costly to get involved. This 
results in more agricultural land lost in the Pinelands area. 

We think the CMP should be ammended to state that Agriculture, 
Horticulture, Wildlife Management and Forestry should all come 
under the definition of Agriculture and follow regulations of the 
N.J. Dept. of Agriculture, the Bureau of Forest Management and the 
Div. of Fish, Game and Wildlife. 

We are not the first to come across these problems with 
interpretations of the CMP. You already have copies of "Comments 
Regarding the Pinelands Commission Review Concerning an Assessment 
of How Current CMP Standards Effect the Viability of Forest Manage­
ment Within the Region," submitted by the South Jersey Forest 
Resource Council, and also a copy of the "Preliminary Review of CMP 
~ith Regard to Forestry and Forest Management." -

Your prompt attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. 
We anxiously await your reply. 

cc: All Pinelands Commissioners 
Governor Jim Florio 
Senator Jim Cafiero 
Congressman Bill Hughes 

Sin;er~. .. . 

d~ ~r----
W. sco~~rpresident 
Cape May County Board of Agriculture 

Art Brown, N.J. Secretary of Agriculture 
Pete Furey, N.J. Farm Bureau 
All County Boards of Agriculture in N.J. 
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W. Scott Mauger, President 
Cape May County Board of 

Agricul ture 
c/o Cape May county Extension 

Service 
Dennisville Rd., Route 657 
Cape May Court House, NJ 08210 

Dear Mr. Mauger: 

Thank you for your June 16 letter which requested clarifica­
tion of agricultural and horticultural activities relative to 
several operational definitions of the Pinelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan (CMP). The fundamental question which I believe 
you're raising is the extent to which agricultural and horticul­
'tural uses are governed by the land use, environmental and per­
mitting procedures of the CMP. I agree that this issue is con­
fusing and hope that I can be of some help in clarifying the mat­
ter for you. 

The Pinelands Protection Act (Act) does not define the term 
"development" but does direct the Commission to formulate zoning, 
development and use standards to meet a variety of objectives, 
including agricultural, forestry and a host of natural resource 
objectives. Moreover, the Act requires that all state approvals, 
certificates, licenses, consents, permits or financial assistance 
for the construction of any structure or the disturbance of any 
land conform to· the standards of the Pinelands Comprehensive 
Management Plan (CMP). Consequently, the CMP def ines 
"development" in a very broad manner-agricultural and horticul­
tural acti vi ties would be considered developm1ent pursuant to the 
CMP definition-to ensure that Pinelands zoning, development and 
use standards apply to all development activities, even though 
some of those activities are not subj ect to P inelands permit 
review procedures. 

Relative to permit review procedures, the CMP def ines 
"agricultural or horticultural purposes" and "application for 
development" in a manner consistent with the Act. For example, 
neither the Act nor the CMP defines the improvement, expansion, 
construction or reconstruction of any structure used exclusively 
for agricultural or horticultural purposes as an application for 
development. Consequently, any structure (such as a barn) which 
is used exclusively in the production of various plants or 
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animals is exempt from Pinelands permit review procedures. Of 
course, this exemption does not obviate the need for state and 
local permits which are not subject to Pinelands Commission 
review. The CMP definition also exempts other activities from 
Pinelands permit review because the Commission has determined 

. that they represent relatively insignificant activities which can 
be permitted locally without commission oversight. 

With regard to "!D.ajor development," the Act's definition ap­
plies only to the development review procedures which were in ef­
fect while the CMP was being prepared. Since it does not apply 
to the CMP, the CMP's definition is not identical to that of the 
Act. I might also add that the CMP's definition merely triggers 
differe~t application requirements than is the case for minor 
development and does not, in any way, aff ect whether or not 
Pinelands permits are needed. 

As to fish and wildlife management activities, the Attorney 
General's office determined in 1982 that land clearing or land 
disturbance associated with such uses required an application to 
the commission. 

To summarize, the CMP establishes zoning, development and 
use standards which apply to all development activities in the 
Pinelands. However, permits for certain of those activities are 
not subject to Pinelands Commission review. These permit-exemp­
tions cover structures used exclusivelY for agricultural or hor­
ticultural purposes and other agricultural and horticultural ac­
tivities with the exception of forestry. 

In closing, the commission is aware that application proce­
dures relative to woodcutting proposals, markets where farm 
products are sold, and farE housing are thought by some to be 
=ounterproductive. These are topics which have been selected for 
evaluation during the cur-rent review of the CMP and the Commis­
sion will be seeking to s't;reamline the procedures insofar as 
health and environmental standards are not compromised. 

JCS/k::m./P8 

Sincerely, 

~ oore 
Executive Director 



streamlining the Development Review Process 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on 
June 1, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for the meet­
ing,a series of questions to be explored (Appendix B), back­
ground information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public 
comments received (Appendix D) were provided to each participant. 
Public comments received after the meeting was held are attached 
as Appendix E. 

Mr. Moore served as the workshop coordinator and panelists were 
asked to freely express their opinions as individual experts and 
not as representatives of an agency or organization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and 
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
A taped recording of the entire six hour session is available for 
review at the Commission's office. Since different opinions were 
offered by panelists, the report also attempts to indicate the 
level of consensus reached on various discussion points and 
recommendations .. 

Recommendations are described throughout the text in bold and are 
numbered sequentially. Because this particular workshop was the 
seventh in a series held by the Commission, each recommendation 
begins with the number 7. For ease of reference, a table has 
also been prepared which identifies each recommendation presented 
by one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es­
timates of the resources and time needed to carry out the recom­
mendation and other information which the Commission may wish to 
consider when deciding which recommendations should be pursued. 

III. KEY DISCUSSION POINTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Overall, the panelists agreed that the Commission's development 
review system works reasonably well, and some suggested much bet­
t'er than those of other agencies and departments. Maj or changes 
to the process were deemed unnecessary_ Discussion focused on 
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five major topics: Application Forms; Applicant Information; 
General Permits and Exemptions; certificates of Filing; and In­
tergovernmental Coordination. 

A. Application Forms 

In general, the consensus of the panel was that the Commission's 
application forms are clear and fairly simple to complete, par­
ticularly when compared to those of other state agencies and 
departments. Panelists did agree, however, that there is room 
for some relatively minor improvements to the Commission's ap­
plication forms. The following recommendations were made: 

Recommendation 7.01 Clarify the basic types of information 
required to be submitted fo~ different types of development. 
Several panel members suggested that it might be helpful if the 
basic types of information required to be submitted for different 
types of deveolopment were clarified on the Commission's applica­
tion form. This would alert applicants to the Commission's basic 
application requirements early on in the application process. 

Recommendation 7.02 Develop and distribute a handbook on the ap­
plication process to applicants and oth~r state agencies. 
A number of panelists suggested that a handbook targeted to ap­
plicants and other state agencies might be a good educational 
tool. In particular, applicants for single family dwellings who 
are not represented by engineers or lawyers would benefit from 
such a handbook. One panel member cautioned that handbooks 
quickly become outdated as procedures and policies are revised 
and that perhaps the Commission's efforts would be better focused 
on more direct contact with various participants in the applica­
tion process. 

Recommendation 7.03 Hold an annual one-day workshop on the ap­
plication process to educate onew local officials and to discuss 
revised procedures. 
There was general consensus on the importance of training and 
continuing education of municipal officials and professional 
staff. One panel member suggested that workshops should not be 
limited to municipal officials but that other state agencies 
would also benefit from participation. 
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Recommendation 7.04 Improve coordination with Department of En­
vironmental Protection and Enerqy (DEPE) by ensuring that the 
Commission receives copies of relevant "CP1" forms. 
The panelists discussed the fact that DEPE's general CPl forms 
for development in the Pinelands Area are rarely forwarded to the 
Commission and that this lack of coordination often causes confu­
sion for applicants. One panel member recommended that CPl forms 
be revised to indicate clearly that copies must be filed with the 
Commission. Another panel member suggested that the Commission 
may n9t actually want to receive copies of all CPl forms and that 
better coordination between agency staffs would produce a better 
result. 

Recommendation 7.05 Expand the Commission's application form to 
include a notice that stream encroachment permits, etc. may also 
be required. 
The purpose would be to alert applicants to the fact that other 
approvals may be necessary. This recommendation was offered by 
one panel member. Other members of the panel did not express 
support for this recommendation; one felt that other state 
agencies should assume responsibility for such coordination. 

B. Applicant Information 

Although there was some difference of opinion as to how this 
. could be accomplished, discussion focused on the importance of 
providing as much information and preliminary analysis as pos­
sible to applicants in order to simplify and expedite the review 
process. The panelists were particularly concerned with provid­
ing information to applicants of very small projects (those typi­
cally applying for one single-family dwelling who are not 
familiar with the Commission's review process). The following 
recommendations were made; 

Recommendation 7.06 Prepare and distribute a "Living in the 
pinelands" document to explain the reasons for submitting various 
pieces of information. 
Several panel members felt that such a document would promote a 
better understanding of the importance of the Commission's ap­
plication requirements, thereby encouraging applicants to submit 
the necessary pieces of information. This would be particularly 
helpful for single-family dwelling applicants. Another panel 
member suggested that the real problem was that many people 
simply do not agree with the Commission's regulations; a "Living 
in the Pinelands" document would do nothing to change the situa­
tion. It should be noted that this recommendation differs from 
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Recommendation 7.02 in that the handbook recommended in #7.02 is 
intended to be a procedural guide whereas the document recom­
mended herein is intended to promote a better appreciation of the 
reasons for Pinelands requirements. 

Recommendation 7.07 Identity all the intormation that may ul­
timately be required at the beginning ot the application process 
as a way ot minimizing the potential tor delays. 
The majority of panelists agreed that this might prevent 
surprises for applicants later on in the application process. 
The panelists did recognize, however, that this could lead to un­
necessary expenditures on the part of some applicants. Another 
panel member suggested that, especially for single family 
residential applications, the Commission should simply list the 
usually required documents and give the applicant the choice of 
submitting the information at the beginning of the process or 
waiting until the staff completes its preliminary review. 

Recommendation 7.08 Intorm applicants early in the application 
process ot the likelihood ot approvals or denials. 
Several panel members expressed the opinion that applicants are 
s9metimes inadvertently misled into pursuing applications when 
the likely qutcome (a deni~l) is a known probability. One other 
panel member disagreed and cited the Commission's new waiver let­
ters as an example of the staff's efforts to inform applicants of 
preliminary determinations. It was the general consensus of the 
panelists that the Commission should attempt to provide ap­
plicants with "early readings" of their situations in order to 
avoid prolonging the application process for those likely to be 
denied. The panelists did recognize that this would, in ~any 
cases, be very difficult for the staff to do in a manner that 
protected the applicant's rights to pursue an application. 

Recommendation 7.09 Dratt and make available to applicants a 
list otprecedents (previous commission actions) relevant to 
their applications. 
This would help applicants to determine the likelihood of an ap­
proval and to decide whether or not to pursue the application 
process. This recommendation was offered by one panel member who 
suggested that this would be particularly helpful to the large 
number of applicants for single family dwellings who are not rep­
resented by attorneys or consultants. Detailed discussion of this 
recommendation did not occur; however, no opposition was ex­
pressed. 
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Recommendation 7.10 Establish a "regulator of the day" procedure 
as a means of improving responses to telephone inquiries which 
involve substantive issues. 
This recommendation was offered by one panelist. other members 
of the panel did not express support for this recommendation. The 
panelists did discuss the Commission's current system of routing 
application related inquiries through the applicant liaison of­
fice, rather than through specific development review stafI mem­
bers. In general, the panelists indicated that the applicant 
liaison system works fairly well in terms of handling general 
questions and issues and less well with respect to substantive, 
specific questions. Several panel members indicated that they 
had not experienced significant difficulty in contacting specific 
staff reviewers and obtaining answers to sUbstantive questions. 

Recommendation 7.11 Distribute estimates of expenses normally 
incurred during the application process (a range of likely costs) 
for various professional services. 
There was general consensus that distributing information on the 
range of necessary expenses would be helpful. Once in possession 
of this information, applicants would be able to make more in­
formed decisions on whether or not to proceed with applications. 
Panelists felt this would be particularly helpful to applicants 
for single-family dwellings. 

C. General Permits/Exemptions 

In general, discussion of this topic focused on the choice be­
tween increasing the number of exemptions from CMP application 
requirements or instituting new review procedures for certain 
types of development. Consensus was not reached on this issue, 
although the panelists did agree that increased use of the CMP's 
municipal administrative officer procedures would be beneficial. 
The following recommendations were made: 

Recommendation 7.12 Improve the efficiency of the application 
process by establishing new staff review procedures for certain 
types of development applications. 
Several panelists recommended that special permitting procedures 
that would allow more "cursory" review of minor development ap­
plications be established as an means of expediting the review 
process. This recommendation was presented, in part, as an al­
ternative to expanding the list of activities that are formally 
exempted from CMP application requirements. The panelists dis­
cussed the fact that the Commission would be better able to main­
tain data on applications that could be used later for enforce-
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ment purposes, if necessary, by establishing expedited review 
procedures rather than exempting additional activities. Details 
on suggested procedures were not discussed. Consensus was not 
reached on this recommendation as some panelists believed the 
development review system would benefit more from expanding the 
list of exempted activities. 

Recommendation 7.13 Expand the list of activit!es that are ex­
empted fro. CHP application requirements. 
The panelists discussed the following as possible exemptions: 

1. transmission and fiber optic utility lines; 
2. bicycle paths and sidewalks that are adjacent to existing 

roads; 
3. fences; 
4. the replacement of underground storage tanks; 
5. single family dwellings in sewered Regional Growth Areas 

where no wetlands are present; 
6. small uses Ce.g., propane tilling tanks) on existing im-

permeable surfaces; 
7. small concrete slabs; and 
8. .igrant/farm labor housinq. 

With the exception of farm labor housing, there was little dis­
cussion on any of these potential exemptions. with regard to 
farm labor housing, one panel member stated that in order to 
provide as much assistance to farmers as possible, this type of 
housing should be exempt from both CMP application requirements 
and environmental standards, as well as from various provisions 
(e.g., setbacks) of local land use ordinances. other panelists 
disagreed-, stating that because farm labor housing can easily be 
converted to more conventional dwellings, it should not be ex­
empted but treated in the same manner as applications for other 
types of housing. Several panelists suggested that the basic 
issue is environmental impact; no distinction can be made between 
the impacts of farm labor housing and affordable housing, for ex­
ample, on the environment. Therefore, farm labor housing should 
not be treated differently. Another panelist stated that farm 
labor housing was not critical to the viability of agriculture in 
the Pinelands and that an exemption was not justified for that 
reason. 

Consensus was not reached on any of the above listed exemptions, 
nor was consensus reached on the need to expand the list of ex­
emptions at all. A number of panelists indicated that the cur­
rent list of exemptions should be expanded and that Commission 
staff would be in the best position to identify those activities 
to be exempted. The primary criterion to be used in determining 
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which activities to exempt should be potential for causing en­
vironmental harm. However, several other panel members indicated 
their discomfort with increasing the number and types of exemp­
tions. These panelists suggested that the Commission should in­
stead focus on instituting an expedited review system for certain 
types of development, as is indicated in Recommendation 7.12. 

Recommendation 7.14 Establish a general permit procedure for 
certain types of public development (e.g., road widenings). 
Recognizing that the Commission does not dire~tly issue permits 
for private development, the panelists agreed that any "general 
permit" procedure could only be applied to public development. 
The manner in which such a permit procedure could be implemented 
by the Commission was not discussed. This recommendation was of­
fered by one panel member. 

Other panel members expressed neither support nor opposition to 
this recommendation. Note that a "general permit" procedure is 
one where no specific permit is required as long as one meets 
certain standards and stipulations. General permits are, for ex­
ample, used by the Army Corps of Engineers. 

Recommendation 7.15 Require the use of administrative officers 
in certain cases (e.g., sewered lots with no wetlands) 
Panel members indicated general support for this recommendation, 
with the understanding that the Commission staff would provide 
the necessary training of municipal officials at the outset. One 
panel member suggested that administrative officers could also be 
made responsible for reviewing septic permits and building per­
mits associated with major subdivisions that have already 
received approvals from the Commission. 

Recommendat~on 7.16 Require the use of administrative officers 
on a "trial" basis in certain municipalities (e.g. Hamilton, Pem­
berton and winslow) where existing staffing levels are sufficient 
to support such a system. 
Although there was some concern expressed with the amount of ini­
tial training that would be required, it was the general consen­
sus of the panel that requiring the use of administrative of­
ficers on a trial basis would be beneficial. One panel member 
indicated that instituting such a system could significantly 
reduce application processing time for the Commission staff, par­
ticularly as the municipalities likely to be involved account for 
75 per cent of the single family residential applications 
received by the Commission. 
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D. certificates of Filing 

The panelists generally agreed that the Commission's current cer­
tificates of filing are fairly clear and easy to understand. 
There was some disagreement on the role that certificates of 
filing should play in the review process: some panelists argued 
for more detailed certificates of filing while others preferred 
that certificates of filing only be used to indicate whether or 
not applications are complete. Discussion of the delegation of 
Commission review responsibilities to municipalities was also ex­
tensive. The following recommendations were made: 

Recommendation 7.17 Make obtaining a certificate of filing 
before proceeding to the municipal level an option for ap­
plicants, not a prerequisite. 
One panel member expressed the opinion that certificates of 
filing are "counter-productive" and that applicants should only 
be required to file applications with the Commission at the same 
time they are filed with the municipality. Simultaneous review 
would then occur. Obtaining a certificate of filing should be 
left to the option of the individual applicant. Other members of 
the panel did not express support for this recommendation. 

Recommendation 7.18a Do not address an application's consistency 
with CMP standards in certificates of Filing. 
Several panelists recommended that certificates of filing not be 
used as opportunities for the staff to review applications for 
consistency with the eMP.Major review should occur at the 
municipal level; detailed certificates of filing interfere with 
the municipal approval process. It should be the responsibility 
of the municipality to determine the completeness and consistency 
of applications. Other members of the panel generally disagreed 
with this recommendation and suggested the following alternative. 

Recommendation 7.18b Make certificates of filing more informa­
tive and specific in terms of identifying potential issues and 
possible solutions early on in the application process. 
The majority of panel members suggested that it would be helpful 
if certificates of filing contained as much information as pos­
sible. One panel member stated that it was in an applicant's 
best interest to know whether a "call-up" was likely to result 
and a certificate of filing should provide this information. 
Potential inconsistencies should be explained in greater detail 
and certificates of filing should also offer specific solutions 
(e.g., an acceptable wetlands buffer or native species) to 
problems. 
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Recommenclcll.tion 7.19 The Commission should continue to provide 
quidance on applications to applicants and municipalities with 
the ultimate goal of turning day-to-day responsibilities over to 
municipalities. 
The panelists agreed that delegation of responsibilities to 
municipalities is a long term goal that the Commission should 
continue to work toward gradually. Specific means to accomplish 
this goal were not suggested although the importance of education 
on th~ local level was recognized. 

Recommendation 7.20 Improve education of municipal officials 
(engineers/planners) re: CMP standards and encourage 
municipalities to have expert staff available (on retainer) for 
use by applicants in addressing routine CMP issues (e.g. cultural 
resources and wetlands buffer analysis). 
One panelist suggested that the review process could be expedited 
if applicants were able to obtain better guidance at the local 
level. If environmental experts were hired by municipalities to 
work with applicants in determining wetlands buffer requirements, 
for example, the Commission might be more comfortable in delegat­
ing certain responsibilities to municipalities. Although several 
panelists indicated that applicants would be willing to pay for 
such services in return for a more efficient review process, 
others expressed doubt that this recommendation would actually 
result in expedited reviews. . 

Recommendation 7.21 Encourage/expand the cooperative review 
process (i.e., Hamilton's system) between the Commission and 
select municipalities and give applicants the option of pursuing 
concurrent review. 
The panelists discussed the system currently in place in Hamilton 
Township whereby Commission staff participate in Township-run 
planning "workshops" on development applications. Commission 
staff are thus able to provide comments on applications in the 
preliminary stages of the process and concurrent review is 
facilitated. Because all municipalities operate somewhat dif­
ferently, the need to tailor such a system to individual 
municipalities was recognized. Several panelists suggested that 
the Commission initially concentrate on encouraging a small num­
ber of municipalities (e.g. 6-7) to implement a cooperative 
review system. Most importantly, the Commission should explain 
the benefits of such a system to these municipalities and en­
courage them to invite Commission staff participation. Although 
there was general consensus on this recommendation, one panelist 
also stated that jointly attended workshops may not be the best 
forum for resolving problems with development applications. No 
other solutions were offered. 
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RacoDlDlendation 7.22 l:nconsistent certificates of filinq should 
specifically indicate that a "call-up" will result if issues are 
not resolved. 
This is similar to Recommendation 7.1ab, although is does not in­
clude a suggestion to specify possible solutions to application 
problems. The panelists agreed that the Commission's certifi­
cates of filing are fairly easy to understand, except when the 
issue of inconsistency with CMP standards is involved. One 
panelist suggested that this problem might be alleviated if it 
were ~learly stated that a call-up hearing would ultimately be 
required if the application remained inconsistent with CMP stan­
dards. No opposition to this recommendation was expressed by 
other panelists. 

E. Intergovernmental Coordination 

The panelists generally agreed that intergovernmental coordina­
tion would benefit from some combination of the following: (1) 
the execution of additional Memoranda of Agreement; (2) joint 
meetings between the staffs of the Commission and other agencies 
on development applications; and (3) DEPE's delegation of certain 
permitting responsibilities to the Commission. The following 
more specific recommendations ~ere made: 

RecoDlDlendation 7.23 DEPE Coastal Area policies should adopt CHP 
standards to reduce confusion. 
The panelists discussed the problems caused by the differences in 
Coastal Area Facilities Review Act and CMP standards when they 
are applied to the area of the Pinelands National Reserve also 
under CAFRA's jurisdiction. It was the general consensus that 
DEPE should revise its coastal area standards to be consistent 
with those of the CMP,thereby eliminating confusion with regard 
to wetlands buffers and land use designations in particular. Es­
sentially, it was agreed that DEPE should issue permits in the 
Pinelands National Reserve area in the same manner and in accor­
dance with the same standards that the Commission would use if it 
had day-to-day responsibility for that area. The panelists also 
agreed that Commission-staff should coordinate/with DEPE staff to 
work out the details in terms of the standards that DEPE would 
need to incorporate. 
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Recommendation 7.24 DEPE should delegate the authority to issue 
stream encroachment and sewer extension permits to the Commis­
sion. 
Several panelists suggested that such delegation would eliminate 
confusion for applicants and help to expedite the review process. 
One panelist indicat~d that this recommendation would not be dif­
ficult to implement, although the potential need for additional 
Commission staff was noted. General consensus on the benefits of 
delegation by DEPE was reached, although one panelist suggested 
that the same benefits might be achieved through different means 
(e.g., a Memorandum of Agreement). 

Recommendation 7.25 For major applications, pre-application 
meetings should be held jointly with commission and DEPE staff. 
The panelists indicated general agreement that such pre­
application meetings could be helpful. One panelist reminded the 
other panel members that DEPE currently conducts such meetings 
and that, in this panelist's opinion, the meetings have not been 
particularly beneficial. Another panelist recommended that Com­
mission and DEPE staff members with some degree of supervisory 
responsibility should be assigned to participate in pre­
application meetings so that applicants will have some confidence 
in decisions made at such meetings. 

Recommendation 7.26 DEPE should assign certain reviewers to 
Pinelands Area and CAFRA applications and they should work in 
coordination with commission staff. 
One panel member suggested that this strategy would help to ex­
pedite the review process for certain applications. No opposi­
tion was expressed by the other panelists. 

Recommendation 7.27 Execute Memoranda of Agreement with state 
ageucies (e.g. Soil Conservation Service) in order to eliminate 
duplicative review and resolve any regulatory conflicts. 
One panelist indicated that conflicts remain because other 
agencies are still reluctant to recognize that CMP standards su­
persede their own. Memoranda of Agreement could help to formal­
ize relationships between t~e Commission and other agencies. 
Another panelist stated the view that the current structure of 
DEPE makes it difficult for policy decisions to filter down to 
various staff members; consequently, MOA' s are not always 
properly implemented. Despite this fact, however, there was 
general agreement that additional MOA' s would be helpful. 
Specific conflicts to be resolved through MOA's were not dis­
cussed. 
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F. Miscellaneous 

At the conclusion of the meeting, various other items were recom­
mended by the panel members. Time constraints prevented detailed 
discussion. The following recommendations were made: 

aecommendation 7.28 The Commission should hold periodic meetings 
with people involved in the application process to' facilitate an 
exchanqe of viewpoints and communicate new or revised procedures. 
The panelists general~y agreed that this workshop format was 
beneficial and that additional educational sessions should be 
held. 

Recommendation 7.29 Applicants should be provided with access to 
the Commission's data (i.e., wetlands, endangered species). 
One panelist suggested that this could help applicants to have a 
clearer understanding of the information used by the Commission 
to evaluate applications. . 

Recommendation 7.30 The Commission shoUld work toward providinq 
applicants with the ability to link up with the LAN to review the 
status of applications. 
The potential benefits of such a system were not discussed. 

Recommendation 7.31 Analyze alternative appeal processes (e.g., 
dispute resolution). 
The panelists briefly discussed the Office of Administrative Law 
appeals process. One panelist stated that the process works 
well; another stated that other processes should be considered 
and that, at minimum, the Commission should consider ways to 
shorten the current OAL process and reduce costs for applicants. 
Another panelist indicated that OAL is in the process of estab­
lishing an environmental section and that this may help the ap­
peals process to function more smoothly. One panelist recom­
mended that the Commission consider using judicial review with 
alternate dispute resolution as an option; other panelists dis­
agreed on the basis. that consistent fact-finding would be impos­
sible under such a system. No consensus was reached on the 
specific alternative' appeals processes that should be imple­
mented, nor was consensus reached on the need to change the cur­
rent appeals process or the need to evaluate alternatives. 
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Recommendation 7.32 Require meetings with applicants af.t~r a 
second incomplete letter is sent in an effort to shorten the 
"incompleteness" process. 
In addition to meetings on incomplete applications, one panelist 
also indicated that meetings between Commission staff and ap­
plicants should be encouraged in general. such meetings could 
serve as an alternative to numerous letters citing N.J.A.C. sec­
tion numbers to explain potential inconsistencies with CMP stan­
dards. 

Recommendation 7.33 Require that applicants be present at all 
meetings between Commission staff and consultants. 
There was general consensus that this practice would be benefi­
cial to both applicants and the Commission provided that the ap­
plicant lives in the area. 

Recommendation 7.34 Increase the number of Commission staff and 
provide for greater continuity of review, particularly in terms 
of staff assigned to municipalities alld major development ap­
plications. 
Several panelists stated that additional Commission staff would 
help to expedite the review process. One panelist stated that 
reducing staff turnover in terms of assignments to municipalities 
and major development a.pplications would also be helpful. 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENT 

Several members of the public offered comments at the conclusion 
of the meeting. One person suggested that the Commission in­
stitute mandatory continuing education on the application process 
and CMP standards for municipal officials. It was also suggested 
that the Commission I s appeal process be revised to provide a 
greater avenue for third party participation. Another person 
recommended that handbooks provided to applicants clearly indi­
cate that the likelihood of approval varies greatly by management 
area. Finally, it was recommended that those municipalities with 
limited resources in terms of personnel delegate their permitting 
authority to the Commission, and also provide the Commission with 
adequate funds to compensate for this increased responsibility. 
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D eve opment R eVlew W kh or s op R d ecommen atlOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) Staff( 4) 

Application Forms 7.01 Clarify the basic types of information Admin. 4wm-DR 
required to be submitted for different 
types of development. 

7.02 Develop and distribute a handbook on Admin. 2wm-DR 
the application process to applicants and 2wm -pp 
other state agencies. 

7.03 Hold an annual one-day workshop on the Admin. lwm-DR 
application process to educate new local 
officials and to discuss revised 
procedures. 

7.04 Improve coordination with DEPE by Admin. -
ensuring that the Commission receives 
copies of relevant "CP l" forms. 

7.05 Expand application form to include notice Admin. -
that stream encroachment permits, etc., 
may also be required. 

Applicant 7.06 Prepare and distribute a "Living in the Admin. 2wm-PP 
Information Pinelands" document to explain the 

reasons for submitting various pieces 
of information. 

(I) Rrcommcndations oUered by one or more ranel members arc listed whether or nut lhey were tli!icusscd in detail or whether or nOllhey were aUIJ()(Hlcd by 
other panc!ulS. 

(2) Three types 01 Commission aclions arc noled; ·C~iP· denotes I CMP amendment; ·Studt denotes morc Ihan I nomlnal.mount of lime for analysis; and 
-Admin" dcnolC1 Ictlon withuut an amendment or study. 

(3) The -Estimate of Raourccs- b an 111(lHlXimaliun of II.U or monetary rc~ourccs Iha' would be nceded. E1limalcs Irc nol presented for eMP amendment!. 

(.) StaH resoun;cs are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amounl or slarr time necessary to complete the task) by oUice. OHices are indicated as 
rollows: P - Planninl; S . Science; DR . Development Review; and PP - Public Programs. No entries ale presented lor less (han 1 work month. 

(5) Monetary enllid are \'Cry preliminary ('~Iimill("." or co!!.l!!. assodaled whh a consulling contract or wllh the hirin,-: or additional slaH. No entries arc 
liven U cmu arc expecled 10 be less than SI,{XXl 

(6) NOld reprc.5cllt !!.laH comments which may be relevant 10 the wmmission's evaluation of the recommendations. 

$$$(5) 

-

-

-

-

-

-

Notes(6) 

o Could reduce incomplete applications 

o Handbooks can become too complex for easy use 
o Each state agency may need a separate handbook 
o Could have cost implications depending on design 
and production arrangements 

o May help identify problem areas earlier 
o Attendance may be uneven 

o May not be easy to accomplish or sustain 
o Screening for relevancy may be difficult 
o System to track and cross-reference CPl forms 

with Pinelands applications may be cumbersome 

o Difficult to list every conceivable permit 

o Other formats (e.g., video) should be considered 
o Might be more valuable if geared to a broader 
audience 

o Could have cost implications depending on design 
and production arrangements 



D evelopment Review Workshop R d ecommen allons 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Membcrs(1) AClion(2) Staff( 4) 

. 
Applicant 7.07 Identify all the information that may Admin. 2wm-DR 
Information ultimately be required at the beginning of 
(continued) the application process as a way of 

minimizing the potential for delays. 

7.08 Inform applicants early in the application CMPI -
process of the likelihood of approvals or Admin. 
denials. 

7.09 Draft and make available to applicants Admin. 4wm-DR 
a list of precedents (previous Commission 
actions) relevant to their applications. 

7.10 Establish a "regulator of the day" Admin. -
procedure as a means of improving 
responses to telephone inquiries which 
involve substantive issues. 

7.11 Distribute estimates of expenses normally Study/ 2wm-DR 
incurred d"uring the application process (a Admin. 
range of likely costs) for various 
professional services. 

Exemptions/ 7.12 Improve the efficiency of the application Admin. 2wm-DR 
General Permits process by establishing new staff review or 

procedures for certain types of development CMP 
applications. 

(I) Recomm~ndatillnl oUered hy one or more I' .. ncl memhers arc listed whether or not Ihey were di5CU!io5Cd in detail or whether or nol the), were 5upportcd by 
olher panelists. 

(2) lluC'C I)'~S of Commix. .. ion a(lh)n~ arc RUlnl: ·CMP- denotes a CMP amendment; ·StudY- denote!\, more than a nominal amount or lime ror analysisi and 
• Admln,- denotcs. .cllnn without an amendmcnt or slud),. 00 

(1) The -E.\llmatc of Rcsourc:cs· b. lin "I'lnudumli!!" nr slaU ur monctary rc.'\ourccs thai would be nretled. Estimates arc not pre5cnled fur eMP amendments. 

(4) Starr rcsources Ire shown in work months (Win) (the approximate amount of slarr time nccc5ury 10 complcle Ihe I;uk) by office. Orrice!. arc Indicaled IS 
folloW'S: P . PI.nnin,; s· Sckncc~ DR . Development Review; and pp. Puhlic Programs. No cnlrics lire prcscnted for Icss than I work month. 

(5) Monttlry tRlrics arc \OTr)' prciiminary ("~lilUatn uf emls Issocialed wilh. consulting contlad or with thc hilin, of addllional sl.rr. No enlries arc 
liven if COils 'ft npcclcd 10 be leu Ilum SI,tXX). 

(6) NOles represent starr comments which may he relevant 10 the Commission's cvalualion of the rccommcndations. 

$$$(5) 

-

-

-

-

-

-

Notes(6) 

o May encourage applicants to spend money 
unnecessarily 

o May be viewed as an attempt to circumvent "due process" 
o May not always be possible 

o Individuality of applications may make categorizing 
difficult 

o Interpreting "precedents" may not be easy for 
single family applications 

o Applicants may still prefer to speak with "their" 
reviewer 

o May not be most productive use of a "regulator's' 
time 

o Range of expenses likely to vary widely from 
application to application 

o "Professionals" may argue that quality of services also 
varies 

o May result in slower review of other types of applications 
if a solution involves staff shifts 

o May result in less rigorous review of some types of 
applications but more staff time for other reviews 



D eve opment R eVlew W kh or s op R d r ecommen a Ions 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or Morc Panel Members( 1) Action(2) Staff( 4) 

Exemptions/ 7.13 Expand the list of activities that are Study/ 2wm-P 
General Permits exempted from CMP application requirements: CMP 
(continued) 

1. Transmission and fiber optic utility CMP 
lines 

2. Bicycle paths and sidewalks that are CMP 
adjacent to existing roads 

3. Fences CMP 

4. Replacement of underground storage tanks CMP 

5. Single family dwellings in sewered CMP 
RGAs with no wetland issues 

6. Small uses (e.g., propane tanks) CMP 
on existing impermeable surfaces 

7. Small concrete slabs CMP 

S. Migrant/farm labor housing CMP 

(I) Recommendaliuns olfered by nne or mme pancllllcmbcrs arc listed whether or nol they were di!iocu:sscd In dc::lall or whether Of nOllhey were supported by 
other plnclisl!.. 

(2) Three I)'pel 01 Cmnmi5sion aclions arc nUled: ·CMp· dcnolC5 a CMP amendment; "Studt denotes more than a nominal.moun. o( lime for analysis; and 
-Admin." dc:notu aCllon without an amendment or 5ludy. 

(3) The "'E..!.llmatc of RoourcC!"' h~ an approximation or ItaU or monetary rcsourcc.s that would be ncccJe:cJ. Estimates arc nol pr~nte:d (or eMP ame:ndmt:nts. 

( .. ) Starr rc:$ourCQ arc shown in work months (wm) (tht: approximate amount or starr lime ne:ce:ssary to complc:tc the task) by oUicc. OUkes are indicated as 
10110,,": P . Planning; S . Science; DR· Dcvelopmcnt Review; and PP • Public Programs. No entries arc presented ror leu than 1 work month. 

(5) Mone:IIrY entries arc very preliminary ntimalU o( oosts associalcd with a consulting contract or wilh the: hiring o( additional Slarr. No enlria arc 
given If costs arc e.pected 10 be less than SI,(.XXl. 

(6) Notes represent starr comments which lIIay be r!:lcv.ntlo the Cmnminiun's cvaluation or the recommendations. 

$$$(5) 

-

Notes(6) 

o May be difficult to arrive at consensus on list 
o Reduces staff time spent on very minor applications 
o May require more enforcement efforts 
o Places greater responsibility on municipalities 

o Cultural resources and endangered and threatened 
species occasionally found along linear 
developments 

o Cultural resources and endangered and threatened 
species occasionally found along linear developments 

o Occasionally, this results in clearing of more 
vegetation beyond the paths 

o Contaminated soil and its disposal may become an issue 

o Recommendation 7.15 is an alternative 
o May raise questions when PDC use is required 

o Delineation of "small" may be debatable 

o Recommendations 6.0Sa and 6.0Sb are alternatives 
o May be difficult to maintain water quality 
o Difficult to differentiate from olher, non-exempted 
activities 



D eve opmen tR eVlew W kh or s op R d t' ecommen a Ions 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) 

Exemptions/ 7.14 Establish a general permit procedure 
General Permits for certain types of public development 
(continued) (e.g., road widenings). 

7.15 Require the use of administrative 
officers in certain cases (i.e., sewered 
lots with no wetlands). 

7.16 Require the use of administrative 
officers on a "trial" basis in certain 
municipalities (e.g., Hamilton, Pemberton 
and Winslow) where existing staffing levels 
are sufficient to support such a system. 

Certificates of 7.17 Make obtaining a certificate of filing 
Filing before proceeding to the municipal level 

an option for applicants, not a 
prereq uisite. 

7.18a Do not address an application's consistency 
with CMP standards in Certificates of 
Filing. 

7.18b Make certificates of filing more informative 
and specific in terms of identifying 
potential issues and possible solutions 
carlyon in the application process. 

(I) RccomllM'nd.oo.. oItCR4 '" one 01' IDOR p.nd IIDftnbcn KC Itld wbtthCf" IX not lbry were ~KUUCd In Ictal« whether or not &beJ were IUpponcd by 
o<h«pondio ... 

(1) Thtft fYrC" 01 CoanaIMlon acdoN we noeed: "CMP" 6rnoI .... eM' lWnC'ndawnt: "S1udy" OrnolCilIDOA than. ftOCIIJI'UII aaaouni 01 daM for anety. •• MIl 
-Admin. -IknotC'l ecUon wkbout an ~ w .cudt'. 

(4) SIMf raoun:a M"C IhowQ In wort ~ ( ..... ) (the approDmalC amount 01 staff time neonMf)' ID complete abc Iaat) by olOoc. 0Il"I0n an: 1nIIcatc4 .. 
'0&0-: r· PI.nnInc; S· Sdcnoc; DR.· Dndopmcnt Rcvkw; M4 rp· Public Pro.,-.-. No mtria an pracnt.cd for be &b.n • wort DKWIlh. 

(J) 1roC0fKtarJ Cf'Iukt .. WI} pnlmInaq _Iwln 01_0 ..od.,edwkb. OOOIukln.contr ..... or..w. tIM hIrln.oI ~donaI.taR'. Noentrla In 

atvmtf COlli.,.. apcd-41oo "" te..1.hIG 11.000. 

Estimate 
Comm. of Resources(3) 
Action(2) Staff(4) $$$(5) 

Study/ 2wm-P -
CMP lwm-DR 

CMP - -

CMP - -

CMP - -

Admin. - -

Admin. - -

Notes(6) 

o Puts greater emphasis on education 
o MOAs are currently being used for this purpose 

o Recommendation 7.13 (#5) is an alternative 
o Training of local officials may be difficult due 

to turnover and part-time employment 
o Requirement may not be well received, as no one has 

"volunteered" to use existing provision 

o Requirement may not well be received, as no one has 
"volunteered" to use existing provision 

o Recommendation 7.13 (#5) is an alternative 

o Will result in more "call-ups" 
o May not result in any discernible improvements to 

the process 
o Municipalities may object to such a decision 

resting solely with applicants 

o May result in smoother municipal processing 
o Will result in more "call-ups" 
o May not result in any discernible improvements 

to the process 

o May result in fewer "call-ups" 
o May be viewed as disrupting further municipal 

prerogatives 



D eve opmen tR eVlew W kh or s op R d f ecommen a Ions 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. ~f Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff( 4) 

Certificates of 7.19 The Commission should continue to provide Admin. -
Filing guidance on applications to applicants and 
(Continued) municipalities with the ultimate goal 

of turning day-to-day functions over 
to municipalities. 

7.20 Improve education of municipal officials Admin. lwm - PP 
(engineers/planners) re: CMP standards and lwm-DR 
encourage municipalities to have expert 
staff available (on retainer) for use by 
applicants in addressing routine CMP 
issues (e.g., cultural resources and 
wetlands buffer analysis). 

7.21 Encourage/expand the cooperative review Admin. lwm-DR 
process (Le., Hamilton's system) between 
the Commission and select municipalities 
and give applicants the option of pursuing 
concurrent review. 

7.22 Inconsistent certificates of filing should Admin. 
specifically indicate that a "call-up" will 
result if issues are not resolved. 

Intergovernmental 7.23 DEPE Coastal Area policies should adopt Admin. lwm-DR 
Coordination CMP standards to reduce confusion. 

(I) Recommendalions. oUtred by onc or nuuc panel membcn Irc Ibled whclhcr or nol Ihey were di~CUS!icd in detail or whether or nOllhey were: supported by 
olher panelist!. 

(2) Three types of Commhsinn actions arc noh:d: ·CMp· denotes I CMP amcmJmcnl; ·StudY- denote! mure: than I nominal.mount of lime for anal)'il.s; and·· 
• Admln.- denote! action without an amcmlmcnf or Iludy. 

(l) The -Estlmale of Rc.sourc:c,,-Is an .ppfUlIilllalion of It.er or monetary resoUfCQ Ih.lll would be nceded. Esllmales arc nol presenled for eMP amendments. 

(ot) Slarr nsourccs are shown in work monlhs (wm) (Ihe approximatc amount of starr lime ne(:essary to complete the task) by oUice. Orriccs are indicated as 
follows: p. PI.nnin,; s· Science; DR - Development Review; Ind pp. Public Prolrams. No eDifies are presented for Ic.u than I work month. 

(5) Mnnclory enlrk~ are very rrcliminary c~ljfllal('S of costs usocialcd with. (onsultin, conlrac.:1 or with the hiring of additionalu.H. No enules uc 
liven If cusls are expected 10 be IC5S thun SI,tkKl. 

(6) Nolo represent starr comments which may be relevant to the C.onunission's evaluation of the rewrnmcfltJalion.::.. 

$$$(5) 

-

-

-

-

-

Notes(6) 

o Very dependent upon changing municipal staff 
capabilities 

o Type and level of guidance to be continued may 
be viewed differently by different parties 

o May expedite completion of applications 
o Financing costs of municipal experts may be 
con troversial 

o Varying degrees of expertise may result in problems 

o May expedite completion of applications 

o May be perceived as a threat to municipal authority 

o DEPE may be reluctant to make changes in CAFRA 
regulations 

o CAFRA may have different objectives that should be 
included 



D evelopment Review w orkshop R ecommen d atlons 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1 ) Action(2) Staff( 4) 

Intergovernmental 7.24 DEPE should delegate the authority to Admin.! lwm-DR 
Coordination issue stream encroachment and sewer CMP 
(continued) extension permits to the Commission. 

7.25 For major applications, pre-application Admin. -
meetings should be held jointly with 
Commission and DEPE staff. 

7.26 DEPE should assign certain reviewers to Admin. -
Pinelands Area and CAFRA applications 
and they should work in coordination 
with Commission staff. 

7.27 Execute Memoranda of Agreement with Admin. 2wm-DR 
state agencies (e.g., SCS) in order to 
eliminate duplicative review and resolve 
any regulatory conflicts. 

Miscellaneous 7.28 The Commission should hold periodic meeting~ Admin. lwm-DR 
with people involved in the application 
process to facilitate an exchange of view-points 
and communicate new/revised procedures. 

7.29 Applicants should be provided with access Admin. 
to the Commission's data (e.g., wetlands; 
endangered species). 

(I) Rcoommcndatlons ofFered by one or more panel mcmhcn are listed whether or nol they were disc.:usscd in detail or whether or nOllhey were ,upporlcd by 
olher panelists. 

(2) Three lyres of Commiulon aclinns arc noted: ·C~1P· denotes. eMP amcmJmcnl; ·Study· denotes more than I nominalamounl of lime lor analysis; and 
-Admin: denolc! .clion without In amendment (If Mudy. 

-

f\) The -E.\llmalc of Resourccs· is In 1(IPHu.l1l1l111110 olllaH t)f monetary rc.'\ouu.:cs Ihl' wuuld be IIceded. E.1llmalc.s arc nol prucnlcd (or eMP amend men II. 

(-4) Slaf( rc-sources arc shown in work moolhs (wm) (the apprOltimale amounl of s(a(( lime neccs~ary 10 complcle (he lask) by officc. Offices are indicaled IS 
rollows: P . Planoin,; S • Science:; DR . Development Review; and pp. Public Programs. No enlrics are prClenled (or less Ihan I work month. 

(5) Monelary cnlriCl arc vcI)' preliminary c.!llimalC1 or cos Is associaled with a consulling conlraCI or wilh Ihe hiring or adt.Htional Ila((. No cnlries are 
,h'Cn ir costs .re Cltp<:cled 10 be lC1s than SI,oc.X), 

(6) NOla rcprcsent IlaU comments which may be rclevanllo Ihe Commission's evaluation or the recommendations. 

$$$(5) 

-

-

-

-

-

-

Notes(6) 

o Perhaps wetlands and other programs should be 
included as well 

o Can be pursued only if funding to support additional 
staff resources is made available 

o Availability of all parties may inadvertently 
lengthen the process 

o Deciding when to include DEPE may not always be 
obvious 

o DEPE staffing levels, other demands, and turnover 
may make this difficult 

o Initial step may be to set priorities 
o Negotiation with state agencies may be time consuming 
o Time estimates are uncertain as number of MOAs 

is unknown 

o Some data (e.g., endangered and threatened species, 
cultural resources) is withheld to protect the 
resources from "collectors" 

o Uncertain how an efficient system can be established 
considering space and financial limitations 



D CVC opmcnt R eVICW W kh or s op R d ecommen atlOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or Morc Panel Mcmbcrs(l) Action(2) Staff(41 

Miscellaneous 7.30 The Commission should work toward providing Admin. -
(continued) applicants with the ability to link up 

with the LAN to review the status of 
applications. 

7.31 Analyze alternative appeal processes Study 2wm-P 
(e.g., dispute resolution). lwm-DR 

7.32 Require meetings with applicants after CMP -
a second incomplete letter is sent in an or 
effort to shorten the "incompleteness" Admin. 
process. 

7.33 Require that applicants be present at CMP -
all meetings between Commission staff and or 
consultants. Admin. 

7.34 Increase the number of Commission staff and Admin. -
provide for greater continuity of review, 
particularly in terms of staff assigned 
to municipalities and major development 
applications. 

(I) Rccommcndaliuns offered hy onc or more panel members, arc lislcd whether or nollhe), were tlilCU~~cd in dclall or whether or nOllhey were lupporlcd by 
other panclhts. 

(2) Three I)'pes. of Commission aclions arc Rnled: ·eMp· denotes a eMP amcndmcnl; ·StudY- denotes more than a nominal amount of lime for analysis; and 
-Admin" denotes action without.n amendment or siudy. 

(3) The -811m, Ie of Resources- is an _,)proxima'ion of lIaU or monetary resourcCSlhal would be nceded. E1limale.s arc nol prCKnlcd (or eMP amendments. 

(<4) StaH resources arc shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amounl o( sla(( lime necessary 10 complete 1.le las 11.) by o((ict:. OHices arc indicated as 
(ollows: P . Plannin,: S . Science; DR . Development Review; and PP . Public Programs. No cntries are presented (or less Ihan I work monlh. 

(5) Monclary cnlrio arc very preliminary c.'itim3ICS o( cos Is associaled wilh "consulting conlract or wilh the hiring o( IIddilional slarr. No enlries arc 
liven If oosU arc expected 10 be less than SI,tXXl. 

(6) NOICl represent staf( commenls which may be: relevllnl 10 the Commission's evaluation o( the recommendations. 

$$$J5) 

$3,000 

-

-

-

$90,000 

Notes(6) 

o May require dedicated telephone line or computer 
equipment 

o Cost dependent on extent of information made 
available 

o Expedited review procedures may result in a less 
adequate record being available for appeals 

o May actually lengthen the process due to schedule 
conflicts 

o Mandatory requirement may not be well received 

o May actually lengthen the process due to schedule 
conflicts 

o Mandatory requirement may not be well received 

o Estimated costs reflect two positions which increase 
current permitting/enforcement staff to authorized 
levels 

o Additional financing would be needed at a time 
when state budgets are declining 
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Michael Gross 
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Richard Hassel 

Edward McGlinchey 

Timothy Prime 

Nancy Rainbow 

Steven Whitney 

William Harrison 

Charles Horner 

Donna McBride 

Terrence D. Moore 

List of Participants 

June 1, 1992 

Affiliation 

Nature Conservancy 
(former Assistant Commissioner, DEPE) 

Applicant Representative 
Ernst, Ernst and Lissenden 

Applicant Consultant 
Fonte Associates 

Attorney 
New Jersey Builders Association 

Division of Economic Development 
New Jersey Department of Commerce 

u.s. Army Corps of Engineers 

Winslow Township 
Zoning Officer 

Attorney/Applicant Representative 

Hamilton Township 
Planning Board Secretary 

Environmental Regulation 
N.J. DEPE 

Pinelands Commission, Assistant Director 
Development Review 

Pinelands Commission 
Development Review 

Pinelands Commission 
Development Review 

Pinelands Commission, Executive Director 
Workshop Coordinator 



APPENDIX B 

Streamlining the Development Review Process 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

June 1, 1992 

APplication Requirements 

1. Is it clear what types of activities require application to 
the Pinelands Commission? If not, how can this be made 
clearer? 

2. Are those types of development activities which are not sub­
ject to (exempt from) Pinelands permitting requirements ap­
propriate? Should these exemptions be broadened or narrowed 
for certain types of development? What effect, if any, might 
these changes have on Pinelands land use or environmental 
policies? 

3. Are there opportuni ties for the Pinelands Commission to 
issue "general permits" for certain types of development in 
lieu of granting outright permit exemptions? If so, what 
specific activities would be appropriate for general permits 
and what, .if any, conditions should be established? 

4. Is it c~ear wha~ inf6rmation must be ~ubmitted for various 
types of development applications? If not, how can this be 
made clearer? 

5. Is there more or less information which should be required 
for various types of development applications? 

6.. In 1987 I the Commission adopted provisions which gave 
municipalities the option of assuming primary responsibility 
for reviewing and approving applications for the development 
of single family homes. Do you believe that the implementa­
tion of such provisions could help to streamline the permit­
ting process? What affirmative measures might the Commis­
sion take to encourage municipalities to assume such respon­
sibilities? Should the Commission require municipalities 
meeting certain criteria to assume such responsibilities? 

7. Pinelands Plan application requirements c·an be tailored for 
specific types of development through memoranda of agreement 
between the Pinelands Commission and other government 
agencies. Can application procedures be streamlined or bet­
ter coordinated in this manner? If so, what specific ar­
rangements would you suggest? Should the Commission issue 
certain approvals on behalf of DEPE to eliminate duplicate 
application reviews? If so, which approvals? 

1 



8. To what extent are Pinelands application information re­
quirements consistent with municipal, county or state re­
quirements? Are there specific information requirements 
which can be modified to ,be more consistent? 

Completeness Documents 

9. What purposes can be best served by the Pinelands 
Commission's issuance of completeness documents (e.g. cer­
tificates of filing)? ~hould they address a project's con­
sistency with the Pinelands Plan, merely cite that an ap-
plication has been filed, etc.? ' 

10. Are the completeness documents issued by the Pinelands Com­
mission clear? If not, how can they be made clearer? 

11. Are completeness documents generally issued by the Pinelands 
Commission in a timely manner? If not, do you have an 
opinion as to the reasons for delays? What specific steps 
might be taken to speed up the process? 

12. Do Pinelands completeness documents positively or negatively 
affect municipal, county or state review processes? Are 
negative effects due' to the Pinelands process or due to more 
stringent land use/development standards in the Pinelands? 

Review of Local Permits 

13. Are Commission notices "affirming" local approvals issued in 
a timely manner? If not, do you have an opinion as to the 
reasons for delays? What sp~cific steps might be taken to 
speed up the process? 

14. Are Commission notices that local approvals are "called up" 
for Commission review clear as to what issues exist? If 
not, how can they be made clearer? 

15. Are Commission notices that local approvals are "called up" 
for Commission review issued in a timely manner? If not, do 
you have an opinion as to the' reasons for delays? What 
specific steps might be taken to speed up the process? 

Administrative Hearings 

16. When local permits are "called up" for Commission review, 
hearings are either conducted by the Executive Director or 
by the Office of Administrative Law. Are these ar'rangements 

2 



effective and efficient? If not, what specific changes 
would you recommend? To what extent do these protect the 
rights of affected parties? 

17. Commission staff recommendations on other permit matters 
(e.g. waivers of strict compliance) may be referred to the 
Office of Administrative Law for a hearing before a final 
decision is reached. Are these arrangements effective and 
efficient? If not, what specific changes would you recom­
mend? To what extent do these protect the rights of af­
fected parties? 

Coordinated Permitting 

18. Are there certain types of state permits which are well or 
poorly coordinated with Pinelands permits? Are there 
specific steps which might be taken to improve coordination? 

Miscellaneous 

19. To what extent has the Commission's applicant liaison office 
improved the accuracy and speed with which inquiries about 
the permitting process or specific applications are handled? 
What, if any, changes would you suggest to improve this of­
fice? 

20. Are there any other facets of 
process which could be improved? 

the Pinelands 
For example: 

o communication/contact with applicants? 

o explanatory information? 

o others? 

If so, what specific suggestions would you offer? 

permitting 

21. Are you aware of permitting procedures utilized by other 
regulatory agencies which might warrant consideration by the 
Commission? What specific procedures would you suggest and 
how might these be made applicable to the Commission? 

22. To what extent are the previously discussed recommendations 
to improve the Pinelands permitting process feasible to ac­
complish? Does the Commission have the capability to imple­
ment them or would their implementation require action on 
the part of others? 

3 



23. To what extent, if any, do the recommendations to improve 
the Pinelands permitting process affect the implementation 
of Pinelands land use and environmental policies? If nega­
tive effects will occur, what steps can be taken to minimize 
any unintended effects? 

24. Is additional analysis needed before any of the recommenda­
tions previously discussed are considered further? If so, 
what should be the focus of the analysis? 

4 



APPENDIX C 

Background Information 

for 

Streamlining the Development Review Process 

Technical Panel Meeting 

1. . Excerpts from New Jersey Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
Plan, The Second Progress Report on Plan Implementation -
New Jer sey P inelands Commission, Chapter I I, Developmen t 
Review, and Chapter VII, Intergovernmental Coordination. 

2. Flow Chart of the Private Development Application Process. 

3. The Pinelands Development Application Process: A Handbook 
for Municipal Employees and Planning Officials in the 
Pinelands Area, New Jersey Pinelands Commission, May 1991. 

4. February 28, 1992 Memorandum to Commission staff from 
Charles Horner, Manager, on Development Related Inquiries 
Processed by the Applicant Liaison Office in 1991. 

5. August 30, 1991 Memorandum to Members of the Commission from 
Donna Graham, Project Coordinator, on Development Review Ac­
tivity during Fiscal Year 1991. 

6. New Jersey Pinelands Commission Application Form. 

7. "What is a Certificate of Filing" description 

8. Notices To Landowners, Realtors and Potential Buyers of Land 
in the Pinelands Area 

9. Memorandum of Agreement Between the New Jersey Expressway 
Authority and the New Jersey Pinelands Commission 

10. Memorandum of Agreement Between the NJ Pinelands Commission 
and the Burlington County Board of Chosen Freeholders 
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Public Comments Received Prior to Technical Panel Meeting 



Stutr of N rm 3Jrrgry 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

T HOM AS M. DO WNS 

COMMISSION ER 

Mr. Terr~nce D. Moore 
Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

1035 PARKWAY AVENUE 
eN 600 

TRENTON, NEW JERSEY 08625 

April 16, 1992 

Attention: Mr. Larry Liggett 

Dear Mr. MoOre: 

IN REPLY PLEASE REFER TO 

Key Topics for 
Pinelands Commission 
Review 

This is in response to your memorandum of February 28, 1992 which requested 
assistance on the most appropriate approaches in pursuing the key topiCS of 
concern in the Pinelands Area. The New Jersey Department of Transportation has 
ideas on topics in the following areas: 

Solid Waste 

The Department is interested in participating in efforts to study the 
application of composted sewage sludge for highway landscaping as a 
·one time· soil additive to help establish roadside turf. Normal DOT 
specifications call for 2.75\ organiC material content for s~eded 

areas. Since this inexpensive material is readily available, we would· 
like to arrive at an agreement on the use '& level of application of 
this material. 

Also, policies and regulations should be changed to allow soil-reuse 
in the Pinelands when it can be proven safe and inexpensive. 

A mechanism to initiate these changes is the proposed Memorandum of 
Agreement between the Department of Environmental Protection and 
Energy and the Pinelands CODlJllission. DOT would be amenable to being 
deSignated an ·interested third party· in the negotiations. DOT has 
experienced staff which deals with soil reuse and recycling on a 
regular basis. 

Pinelands Permitting 

DOT recommends that duplicative reviews between the Pinelands 
Commission and NJDEPE be reduced as much as possible especially in the 
overlap area of the Pinelands Preservation Area and the CAFRA Zone. 
Standard procedures should be developed to determine which agency 
takes the lead and what specifications must be followed. Conflicting 
statements sometimes occur at pre-application meetings for such 
projects. 

New Jersey Is An Equal Opportunity Employa 



Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
April 16, 1992' 
Page 2 

Growth Demands and Policies 

NJDOT's Bureau of Statewide Planning would like to become involved in 
the review process for proposed changes to Growth Policies and 
designation of the Management Areas of the Pine1ands. Also, it would 
benefit the Commission if it attended the annual local outreach 
meetings that DOT conducts to receive feedback on DOT's priority 
projects. DO'.r may have existing planning data which may be very 
us~ful in allocating Regional Growth Areas within the Pine1ands. 

In addition, Policy and Planning serves as the lead unit for 
development of the Transportation Control Measure (TCH) component of 
the State Implementation Plan for air quality in accordance with the 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments. Air quality issues should receive 
consideration in re-eva1uation of growth demands in the Pinelands. It 
should also be noted that the Pinelands Commission officially 
partiCipates in the Statewide Transportation Air Quality Planning 
Organization under the State Certified Organization, the policy level 
body for State Implementation Plan development. 

'Thank you for allowing DOT to comment on these topiCS, and please contact 
Andras Fekete at (609)539-2824 for further clarification of DOT's position on 
these topics. 

BJB:slz 

Very truly yours, 

r~~£( 
F. Howard Zahn 

. Director 
Division of Project Development 



TO: Larry Ligget APR 2 2 ~ 
FR: Pine lands Preservation Alliance 

DATE: April 18, 1992 

SUBJECT: Key Topics for CMP Review 
Response to Terry Moore's 2/28/92 Memo 

TOPIC 4: PINELbNDS PERMITTING 

A review of this topic should first and foremost have the 
purpose of consistently applying and vigorously enforcing the 
Pinelands Protection Act and its standards in a fair, timely 
and predictable manner. Furthermore, the standards, 
decisions, and other related activities must be based on 
"sound science," and the persons administering the Act must 
adhere to the highest standards of personal and professional 
conduct. They should not let the current u~gent challenge to 
find new ways of simultaneously achieving a healthy 
environment and a healthy economy destroy the Pinelands. At 
the same time a holistic approach to the regulations is 
needed to eliminate duplication and overlap. This 
improvement process should seek to establish clearly 
articulated standards that break down the complexity of the 
Comprehensive Management Plan. 

The Pineland Development Application Process: A Handbook for 
Municipal Employees and Planning Officials in the Pinelands 
Area and the flow chart for Typical Private Development 
Application in a certified Municipality are a great help to 
persons trying to understand the Pinelands Commission 
permitting process. An analysis should be done, however, to 
determine if applications do in fact follow the outlined 
procedures and if so, determine if there is a need for a 
similar flow chart for typical public development 
applications. An expansion of the "applicant aides" to 
include a list of existing precedents might also help 
applicants. It would be good to have a "paperwork systems" 
consultant analyze the permitting process. The consultant 
should identify bottle necks and determine if it is a 
staffing problem or an inherent CMF problem and then 
recommend solutions. It sometimes seems as if every 
application is reviewed in an independent way, perhaps 
because the regulations are not well drafted. It is felt the 
permitting process could vastly benefit by better public 
participation in the process and/or some public review during 
the decision process and that there is a need for a greater 
role for third party appeals. Furthermore applicants need to 
be educated as to how to coordinate all permitting levels: 
Municipal, NJDEPE, Soil Conservation District, Pinelands 
Commission, Federal, etc. 



CMP Review Pg. 2 4/18/92 

It is recommended that the current CMP review be used to 
strengthen permitting regulations in order to sustain the 
Pinelands environment until such time in the future when zero 
human activity growth is reached. contrary to the notion of 
"relaxing standards," some areas deserving immediate 
attention are discussed below. 

Permitting lays the foundation for preservation. We must 
defend ecological values by limiting permitting of economic 
activities to reflect environmental impacts. This is 
reflective of a good management plan which has worthy goals. 
How this is done effects these long range goals. This is 
especially true in the area of forestry where application of 
the CMP appears to be contradictory. Permitting of forestry 
activity seems to be driven by applied economics rather than 
ecological values. Permitting must be utilized to prevent 
fragmentation of the Pinelands, especially in the forest 
area. with regards to resource ex·traction, the permitting 
process must be strengthened to better insure reclamation 
enforcement. The Pinelands Commission should use regulatory 
powers to facilitate rather than threaten compliance. 
Restoration of originally mined areas should be required 
before mining operations can expand. The permitting process 
might require performance bonds and signed agreements with 
specific plans for achieving compliance to insure this long 
term goal. Increasing permit fees is a generally accepted 
method of covering enforcement costs and this should be 
considered as a tool. Water quality and quantity is a 
critical permitting concern in the context of sustaining 
Pinelands environment. A permitting system should be 
developed addressing agriculture's use of chemicals to insure 
that only Best Management Practices are employed. standards. 
are also needed relative to agricultural clearing. A study 
of the overall environmental impacts of agriculture might 
also guide the permitting process. Relevant to the emerging 
solid waste concerns, the Pinelands Commission must only 
permit the highest standards in conservation methods. Any 
steps to streamline the process should not undermine 
Pinelands protection policies. Furthermore it is time to 
aggressively develop ways to reduce grandfathering. Perhaps 
the CMP review process should recommend an amendment to 
address this matter. It is 1992 and sufficient time has 
elapsed for property owners to have initiated plans. The 
permitting process must be revised to effect better 
communication with and education of the applicants. Permit 
decisions should delineate how that application fits into the 
"whole picture." This concept should promote pollution 
prevention and consideration of cumulative impacts from 
activities throughout the entire Pinelands National Reserve. 



CMP Review Pg. 3 4/18/92 

Improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the permit 
review process and coordination of the various permits 
required without compromising Pinelands Protection Act 
values, is a lofty goal. The Pinelands Commission might 
improve their data management system to provide up-to-date 
information on individual permit applications as well as data 
on trends in permits and decisions. Additionally the staff 
or a consultant must identify ways to shorten the permit 
review process and eliminate procedures and requirements that 
do not lead to greater environmental protection. It has been 
suggested that there is a need for an applicant master permit 
information application. We would further suggest that this 
application indicate all levels of government permits needed 
before an applicant initiates a project. This would be 
especially beneficial for the individual land owner who does 
not have the resources of the developer wanting to build 
subdivisions. 

"In our every deliberation, we must consider the impact of 
our decisions on the next seven generations." 

From the Great Law of the Hau de no saunee 
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New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • u-est Trenton • New Jersey 08628 (609) 771-0099 

April 17, 1992 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

FAX (609) 771-1729 

Re: Comments on Upcoming Five Year Review of PCMP 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
(NJCAA) is pleased to present the enclosed comments 
regarding the five year review of the Pine1ands 
Comprehensive Management Plan. 

NJCAA is a statewide organization representing the 
interests of ready mix concrete and resource extraction 
industries. Through the association's Pinelands Resource 
Extraction Advisory Committee (PREAC) we welcome ~he 
opportunity to share with you our concerns. 

The Association has primarily restricted our 
comments to Topic #2, Re30urce Based Industries. You 
will note however, ~hat our comments also indirectly 
address Topics #3 (Economic Impacts) and #4 (Permitting) 
as they relate to this industry. We h~ve also included a 
separate discussion of Topic #1 (Solid Waste) as a part 
of this Report; and our comments pertaining to wetlands 
contains several elements which would fall under the 
broad category of Water Quality, the recently identified 
s1.xth topic. 

At our previous appearance before the Commission, 
two questions arose which have also been addressed. 
First, the right to continue mining is addressed by 
Appendix II and second, the confusion over sloping is 
addressed in a letter dated January 29, 1992, and can be 
found in the prior correspondence section. 



Page 2 
April 16, 1992 
Terrence D. Moore, E.D. 

We have included 20 copies of this report so that 
each member of the Commission will receive one. If 
additional information or clarification is needed, please 
do' not hesitate to contact us. We would also gladly 
offer any technical assistance you may need to carry out 
the goals of your April workshops of technical experts. 

Again, Thank you for the opportunity to participate 
in this process. 

Sincerely, 

William J. Cleary, 
Executive Director 



New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • West Trenton • New Jersey 08628 

* * 
-1SS0ClAT\O~ 

William J. Cleary 
Executive Director 

Executive Summary 

I. Resource Extraction 

II. Resource Extraction 

III. Wetlands 

IV. Solid Waste 

Appendix I 

Appendix II 

Appendix III 

PREAC COMMENTS 

Table of Contents 

Permitting 

Standards 

(609) 771-0099 
FAX (609) 771-1729 

Page 1 

Page 4 

Page 8 

Page 11 

Page 17 

Page 21 

Page 23 

Page 30 



EXECUTNE SU1vfMARY 



EXECUTIVE SU'f\MvL<\RY 

The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association appreciates the 
opportunity to address the key topics chosen for the Pinelands Commission review of 
the Comprehensive Management Plan. Many of our members maintain facilities in 
the Pinelands region and have a vested interest in any changes under consideration for 
the plan. 

The Resource Extraction Industry in the Pinelands Region of New Jersey is an 
important economic and environmentally sensitive member of this community. We 
often represent a ''best use" for land in the Pinelands and in many cases can create 
wetlands, improve vegetation and wildlife habitat. 

The industry has recognized a number of problems which prevents them from 
operating in the most efficient and productive manner and ask you to consider them in 
a factual light. 

I. RESOURCE EXTRACfION PERMITTING 

A. Duration of Resource Extraction Permits 

Action: 1) Change from a two year permit cycle to a five year permit; 2) allow 
municipalities to extend the duration of their permits. 

B. Certificate of Filing: Redundancy of Review 

Action: Amend the CMP to specifically state that receipt of a Certificate of 
Filing be predicated upon providing all information necessary for a local 
agency to determine compliance with their certified local ordinances, not 
based upon a lengthy determination that the proposed development is in full 
compliance with all CMP standards. 

C. Date.ofFinal Pineland Review 

Action: This industry recommends that this standard be changed to specify 
that the two year approval period commence with the date of the no-callup. 
This would provide two years of uninterrupted operations, during which the 
operator would be responsible for obtaining all approvals for the next two year 
period. 

D. Application Review Period 

Action: This industry recommends that the review period for resource 
extraction renewals be shortened to fifteen days from the present thirty 
days. The present review period of thirty days could be retained for new 
mining applications. 



II. RESOURCE EXTRACTION STf-\J.'lDARDS 

A. Area Constraints 

Action: The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association would request 
that the Pinelands Commission modify the clearing limit in concert with the 
extension of the approval to a five year term. 

B. Depth of Excavation 

Action: Recommends that standard be amended to sixty-five feet below the 
water table. 

C. Sloping of Ponds 

Action: Amend to Ita shoreline graded to a slope not to exceed one foot 
vertical to [we feet horizontal to a depth of seven feet below the surface 
of the water within the waterbody. 

D. Reclamation Standards 

Action: 1) Expand the list of acceptable species to reflect true vegetative 
diversity of the Pinelands; 2) amend standard to provide approval for 
alternative reclamation strategies; 3) the Commission should seek technical 
and historical data from the New Jersey Bureau of Forestry on this subject. 

III. WETlANDS 

A. Wetlands Delineation 

Action: It is the Associations recommendation that the Pinelands modify their 
delineation procedure to be consistent with the NJDEPE and the Army Corps 
of Engineers, by specifically referencing the delineation methodology as 
outlined in the Unified Federal Manual for Delineating Jurisdictional 
Wetlands. 

B. Wetlands Transition Area Standards 

Action: Re-examine the Wetland buffer issue as part of the CMP review. 
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C. Inactive Mining Areas 

Action: This industry recommends that a clear policy be established which 
permits mining wetlands buffers, or areas now considered to be wetlands 
(pursuant to Pinelandsjurisdictional determination), up to the existing limits of 
disturbance/inactive mining operations. This policy should particularly be 
applied to those cases where it is clear that the inactive mining area was 
formerly uplands. This amendment would provide an equitable solution to 
those operators who had planned on the continued mining of those reserves, 
and will still remain consistent with the goals of the CMP. 

D. Wetlands Mitigation 

Action: Request that the Commission revise the CMP to allow for mitigation. 

E. Impact of Mining on Water Quality 

Action: Joint industry/Commission study to determine impacts on water 
quality including effects on vegetation and wildlife. 

IV. SOLID WASTE ISSUES, 

A. Recycling 

Action: Request that the revised PCMP allows for the transportation, storage, 
recycling, use and sale of source separated construction debris to include 
concrete, rebar, asphalt, brick, block, wallboard and wood. 

B. Uses of Waste Derived Materials/Composting 

Action: Request the use of certain soils and sludge derived compost material 
be permitted as part of restoration plans at any approved resource extraction 
sites at levels based upon existing research and future Pinelands specific 
research efforts. 
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1. RESOURCE EXTRACTION PERMITTING 

A. DURATION OF RESOURCE EXTRACTION PERMITS 

1. Existing Standard (7:50-6.64) 

Presently, the resource extraction industry is required to renew its permit 
every two years. This process is a) highly expensive (See Economic Impact 
Report in Appendix I; b) time consuming due to the permitting process on 
both the local and Pinelands level; and, c) redundant due to the existing 
municipal review required. 

The economic impact associated with this biannual review are severe. As 
detailed in the Economic Impact Analysis in Appendix I, the costs involved 
with keeping all required approvals valid is exorbitant to the point of affecting 
the economic vitality of this industry. 

Similarly, the time frames included with the two-year permitting process are so 
lengthy as to occupy a substantial portion of the two year approval period. In 
effect, the resource extraction industry needs to engage in nearly full-time 
permit preparation. 

This permit duration dilemma can be illustrated by evaluating the typical 
permit approval process for the mining operator in the Pinelands Area as 
follows: 

Step 1 - Prior to the expiration of the two year Pinelands approval, a new 
application must be filed with the Pinelands Commission for renewal of a 
resource extraction approval. According to the CMP, this process should be a 
relatively short one - i.e., submit a complete application and after 30 days 
review time they will issue a Certificate of Filing (or Certificate of Compliance 
in an uncertified municipality.) 

In reality, this process usually takes months, since one does not often submit a 
complete application which addresses all applicable and relevant PCMP 
standards on the first attempt, due to the ever changing nature of information 
now being requested. It is more realistic to expect to submit what you believe 
to be a complete application, only to receive a response from the Pinelands 
Commission after thirty days requesting additional information; after receipt 
of which they then have an additional thirty days to review and to respond. 

Depending upon the complexity of the application, this can occupy numerous 
thirty day cycles, extending your application period over a number of months. 
Submittal of complete applications is highly unlikely, even if prepared by a 
consultant familiar with the resource extraction standards in the PCMP. 
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Step 2 - After receipt of your Pinelands Certificate of Filing (or Compliance), 
an application must be filed with the municipality and County Soil 
Conservation District to renew your local mining permit for approval. The 
length of time involved in obtaining your local approval is highly variable and 
depends upon the requirements of each municipality. In pratical terms, this 
process usually averages one to six months. 

Step 3 - After receipt oflocal approvals, the Pinelands Commission reviews 
the local approvals and, ifno objections are noted, issues a final "approval", 
known as a No-callup letter, within fifteen days. If the Pinelands Commission 
has objections to your local approval, you will be issued a Callup letter which 
will involve considerably more time until receipt of your Pinelands approval. 

It is important to note that the final Pinelands "approval'" is the N o-callup 
letter, which is valid for a two year period from the date of your local approval. 
The time which lapses between the date if your municipal approval and the 
date of the N o-callup letter is time lost from the two year approval. In effect, 
a two year approval is valid for less than two years. 

In an ideal situation, this process should not take longer than two to three 
months - thirty days for the submittal of a complete application and the 
issuance of a Certificate of Filing by the Pinelands Commission, assume 
another month for receipt of local approval, and then fifteen days for receipt of 
the No-callup letter from the Pinelands. 

In reality, this process typically occupies eight to eighteen months, meaning 
that the resource extraction industry, by virtue of a two year permit, must 
engage in almost continued permitting. This situation has imposed a severe 
economic hardship on the vitality and ultimate existence of this industry in the 
Pinelands Area. . 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that 7:50-6.64 be amended to extend the permit 
duration from a two to five year period. This would alleviate the extreme 
financial burden of almost constant permitting, while still permitting resource 
extraction to occur in compliance with the goals and standards of the CMP. 
This industry recommends that this option formally be included as an 
amendment to this policy. 

Finally, an alternative proposed amendment would be to permit any 
municipalities, at their discretion (with Pinelands approval), to extend the 
duration of the two year mining approval. This extension, could be made 
contingent upon annual compliance certification by either the Pinelands 
Commission or by municipal inspectors. It is noted that this option is being 
pursued with the consent and approval of the Pinelands Commission in 
Maurice River Township, where a three year approval is being considered. 
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B. Certificate of Filing: Redundancy of Review 

1. Issue / Existing Standard 

The Certificate of Filing (as described in Part III of the CMP) is purported to 
represent a certification that sufficient information has been provided in an 
application such that a certified local agency can now proceed to review that 
application. As such, the Certificate is not supposed to represent an "approval", 
but rather a document by which the Pinelands Commission serves as an "oversight" 
commission for local agencies. 

In practical terms, the Certificate of Filing, and receipt thereof, has become the 
predominant step in securing a mining approval. The review on the local level has 
become of less importance, which does not appear to be consistent with the goals of 
the CMP. The oveIWhelmingly time-consummg and costly part of obtaining a two 
year approval is now spent on obtaining a Certificate of Filing, after which obtaining 
local approvals is less difficult. The primary review is now being conducted by the 
Pinelands Commission, not by the local agency. Not only is this unnecessary and 
highly redundant, but inconsistent with the goals of the CMP. 

2. Proposed Amendment-

This industry recommends that this redundancy be eliminated by amending the CMP 
to specifically state that receipt of a Certificate of Filirig be predicated upon providing 
all information necessary for a local agency to determine compliance with their 
certified local ordinances, not based upon a lengthy determination that the proposed 
development is in full compliance with all CMP standards. This should be inherent in 
the granting of a local approval in a certified municipality. This amendment would 
shorten the review time considerably, while still ensuring that proposed development 
was consistent with the CMP (via certified municipal ordinances). 

It should be recognized that this amendment would not remove any of the "oversight" 
capacity of the Pinelands Commission to ensure that local approvals were in 
conformance with the CMP standards, since the Final Review mechanism would 
remain unaffected. If for whatever reason a local agency issued an approval in 
contravention of CMP standards, the Commission could still "call up" the approval, 
thereby ensuring compliance with the goals and standards of the CMP. 
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C. EFFECTIVE DATE OF FINAL PINELANDS REVIEW 

1. Issue / Existing Standard 

As previously described, a two year approval is shortened due to the requirement of 
receipt of a Final Review "approval' after receipt of any local approval (the no­
callup process, as described at 7:50-4.40). The time spent by the Commission on 
reviewing the local approval (15 days) and writing the no-callup, followed by delays in 
receiving the no-callup through the mail, results in time lost from the two year 
approval, since the two year approval period commences on the date of the local 
approval, not on the date of the no-callup. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that this standard be changed to specify that the two year 
approval period commence with the date of the no-callup. This would provide two 
years of uninterrupted operations, during which the operator would be responsible for 
obtaining all approvals for the next two year period. 

D. APPLICATION REVIEW PERIOD 

1. Issue / Existing Standard 

The resource extraction industry is required to submit plans for review every two 
years. Typically, conditions change little between each successive two year period. 
Given this constraint, a thirty day period for the review of information submitted to 
the Commission for mining pennit renewals is too long. 

2. Proposed Amendment 

This industry recommends that the review period for resource extraction renewals be 
shortened to fifteen days from the present thirty days. The present review period of 
thirty days could be retained for new mining applications. 
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APPENDIX I 

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF PERMITS 



PERMITfING COSTS IN THE PINELANDS 

The permitting recommendations put forth by the resource extraction industry stem 
from the mounting cost involved in the municipal and Pinelands permit and permit 
renewal processes. Implementation of these recommendations, along with continued 
flexIbility in the permitting process, will help control costs, support the economic 
viability of mining operations and ensure the continued flow of this valuable 
commodity to the economy. 

Pinelands mining permit requirements including the surveying of topography, 
wetlands, and the outbounds of a site; conducting soil borings; the filing of an 
operational plan and a reclamation plan; and the related engineering and legal work 
are all done at a cost to the mining operator, not only at the initial application for the 
permit, but also in the subsequent permit renewal process. 

Adding to these costs are requirements at the municipal level. An Environmental 
Impact Statement which evaluates the impact of the mining activity on air quality, 
hydrology, geology, soils, topography and slope, drainage, vegetation, wildlife, 
threatened and endangered species, noise levels, traffic volume, aesthetics, 
demography, culture, historical and archaeological sites, and environmental impacts is 
an enormous cost-generating undertaking. Reports on stormwater management, 
public protection measures, aI)d surface material disposition are also often required. 
Municipalities have relegated mining to a conditional use, and the costs associated 
with this approval process as well as the required performance and maintenance 
guarantees can serve to locally exclude resource extraction activity. 

While the majority of these studies investigate valid issues, addressing these issues at 
the variouss levels of government and in two-year increments is redundant and costly. 

A survey of mining operators within the Pinelands area revealed the range of costs 
associated with the Pinelands permitting and permit renewal process. While these 
costs will vary with the size of the land area to be mined, they give an indication of the 
investment a mining operator must make before starting an operation and every two 
years thereafter. 

The survey includes application and review costs, engineering costs, legal costs, and 
other costs associated with a new mining permit in the Pinelands and with a renewal of 
the permit on a two-year basis. Other costs include planning board presentation and 
bonding, internal preparation of application, and township application fees. Costs are 
estimated. 

Total cost for a new mining permit ranges from a high of $149,500 to $25,750. The 
average cost for a new mining permit is $60,150. One relatively costly permit has 
skewed the results somewhat; thus the median cost for a new mining permit is 
approximately $32,675. As a percent of the total new permit cost, application and 
review fees account for 9.8%; engineering fees account for 54.0%; legal fees account 
for 24.9%; and other fees account for 11.2 %. 
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Total cost for a renewal of a mining permit ranges from a high of $57,000 to $6,600. 
The average cost of a renewed mining permit is $25,198. The median cost for a 
renewed mining permit is approximately $11,600. As a percent of the total renewal 
cost, application and review fees account for 26.6%; engineering fees account for 
43.1%; legal fees account for 17.2%; and other fees account for 13.0%. 
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Estell Manor 
Maurice River Twp 
Upper Township 
Winslow Township 
Monroe & 

Franklin Twps 
Monroe 
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AVG. 

SOURCE: 

PINELANDS PERMIT COSTS SURVEY RESULTS 

NEW PERMIT COSTS 

200 
1,400 

227 
780 45,000 

5,000 
5,000 

210 5 

23,600 130,000 60,000 

5,900 32,500 15,000 

New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
John Rahenkamp Consultants, Inc. 

Other 

20,000 
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2,500 
2 

27,000 
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149,500 192 
25.750 
25,750 
39 189 

240,600 

60,150 

RENEWED PERMIT COSTS 
App./ 

Review En Other 
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2,954 20,960 1,070 
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9,500 22,500 15,000 10,000 
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2,100 6,000 1,000 1,000 
3 6 1 

47,004 76,060 30.320 23,000 

6,715 10,866 4,331 4,600 

TOTAL 

56,000 
24,984 18 
6,600 . 29 

57,000 73 
10.100 
10,100 
11 55 

176,384 

25,198 



CITY OF ESTELL MANOR 
OFFICE OF: 

PLANNING BOARD 
P.O. BOX 102 

ESTELL MANOR~ NJ 08319 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Bo:~ 102 
New Lisbon~ NJ 08064 

Att: Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

April 1~1992 

Enclosed please find our response to your letter dated 
February 28~ 1992 regarding key topics for Pinelands Commission 
review. 

Topic One: We have no problem with solid waste. 

Topic Two: Resource Based Industries: The problem is that they 
cannot be the only industries in the municipality. 

Topic Three: Economic Impacts: The economic impact is very 
severe. The Pinelands is not taking into consideration the 
economic impact on the municipality that they are regulating. The 
Pinelands regulations are making it difficult to collect the 
school taxes~ which our constitution requires to be imposed~ in 
order to meet the constitutional needs of a thorough and 
efficient education. The Pinelands Commission must recognize 
that the municipalities have ather concerns beyond those within 
the egos of the Pinelands~ such as the financing of public 
schools, the financing of other municipal improvements, the 
provision for health and safety of the residents, and without a 
proper tax base~ no municipality can operate the way we are 
expected to operate under Pinelands regulations. 

Topic Four: Pinelands Permitting: We fe~l that the Pinelands is 
operated tao strictly, that they follow some untried textbook 
theories, which we simply do not feel are working in practice. 

Topic Five: Growth Demands and Policies: This is best left to 
the municipality and not to the Pinelands Commission, 
particularly in a municipality such as Estell Manor, where the 
philosophy for limited but orderly growth~ which is consistent 
with the overall philosophy of the Pinelands. The problem is we 
feel the local officials are far better able to determine the 
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specific needs of the community and the specific details as to 
how the community should be regulated better than the Pinelands 
Commission , which does not consist of any local residents in the 
case of Estell Manor~ which is geographically removed a distance 
of approximately fifty miles. 

If you should have any questions regarding the above comments, 
please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Sincerely~ !4 a 
~~/gFJ 

Renee S. McGarry 
Secretary 



F:!RTY EAST SE·::ONC STRE,ET 
MOORESTOWN, N. ,J.' Ce0f57 

April 191, 1992 

New Jersey Pinelands Commission 
P.O.Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J. 9189164 

To: Executive Director, Terrence Moore and Commissioners 
ret Key Topics for Pinelands Commission Review-"The management, 

protection and scientific use of cultural resources in the 
New Jersey Pinelands 
In reguard to Topic 2: Resource Based Industries,ie. berry 

farming, the construction and maintainence of berms, dikes and 
road systems has destroyed irre~lacable archaeological resources 
and continues to impact and threaten these resources as berry 
farming practices employ borrow pitting tactics extracting un­
disturbed soils (sand and gravel) from adjacent or nearby up­
land pristine locations. Each time this is conducted whole or 
parts of New .:Jersey and Pine lands history and prehistory are 
destroyed. 
Policies in the past have either' ignored or grandfathered.the 
activi ty since i t ~as been a 101'lg held Pinelands agricultural 
practice, or treated this as a trade-off situation choosing 
not to regulate at all since other newer land use practices 
were easier and less controversial to bring into compliance. 
The problem is, the very environments that these berry farms 
occu~-former cedar swamps and adjacent environs-comprise a 
narrOVf range of micro environmental niches that are totally 
unstudied and unknown from the standnoint of early human land 
use. ego headwater drainage divide basin of the Rancocas and 
Mullica systems. 
Assessment should be conducted on berry farming practices within 
the Pinelands and especially in these critical areas to both 
evaluate the extent of damage (past and ongoing) as well as 
propose and initiate a selective archaeological program of 
sampling and retrival in order to preserve and interpret the 
past cultural behavior before its totally destroyed. 
In reguard to activities related to forest mana~ement, a topic 
in and of itself usually of low impact to cultural resources 
unless new roads and staging areas are being cut or established 

in locales adjacent to wetlands, ie. oresent day cedar logging, 

(1 ) 



or situated on upland dune ridges and terraces. Certain specific 
landforms with affinities to earlier human associations need to 
be recognized, mapped and studied as potential sources of historic 
and prehistoric data. 
Also other forest management practices that employ fire prevention 
techniques using ditches, breaks and fire roads need to be more 
fully assessed. If possible when these impact areas are predeter­
mined by forest management schemes consideration should be taken 
to avoid the potential occurrence or mitigate the archaeological 
resources in these areas. 
Under Topic 4, Pinelands Permitting, although I am not adverse to 
the streamlining of Pineland review and permitting practices but 
as expressed in a previous letter reguarding this topic (see en­
closed) serious shortfalls in the protection, management and 

. scientific investigation of cultural resources are still unresolved. 
(See my letter of Dec. 11, 1991 for specific concerns and recom­
mendations). All archaeological resources need to be proportionally 
sampled for site specific data reguardless of their positions 
within or outside of the buffers. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~~ 
John H. Cresson 
mC/crnc 
cc Dr. Barry Brady, N.J. Pinelands Commission 

Dr. Anthony Ranere, Temple University, Archaeological Consultant 
Joseuh Arsenault, Environmental Consultant 



.. '. FORTY EAS-r: SECOND STREET· ~" J. H. CRESSON 

. \ MOORESTOWN N. J. 080~7 

N.J.Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, N J. 08064 

, 

December 11, 1991 

Maureen, please bring this to the attention of the Commissioners A~A? 
re: Issues facing future Pinelands research in archaeological 

samryling and collection in buffer areas . 

An issue of serious concern is the management, ~rotection and 
scientific use of cultural resources in buffer, deed restricted and 
set-aside parcels after Pinelands a~proval. This circumstance serves 
to ~reatly impede historical ~nd scientific research. 
Since little regulation and no ~rotection or retrival mechanisms ex­
sists for archaeological data inquiry after sub-division arid individ­
ual property o.,.mershi~ an im~roved nr(Jgram needs to be im~lemented to 
both safeguard and sample these resources in the planning and applica­
tion stages as .,..rell as after construction and individual nro'gerty 
ownershin. 
My recommendation is first, to provide some legal and enforcement 
mechanisms with'teeth' to prevent individual protlerty owners from 
knowingly or unknowingly destroying cultural resources in these desig­
nated zones; second.,· to sam'!Jle all sites of cultural use and re­
source found within these zones in stage I & II archaeological surveys 
and third, to establish a se~arate r?nository for Pinelands cultural 
resources for ongoing and future scientific research so a more uniform 
singular body of documents and artifacts are in one ulace. 
An enormous notential exists for gleaning more direct, nristine and 
unfettered knowledge of Pinelands history and prehistory in these 
zones since most of the already known resources occur within'wetland' 
buffers. As concerned and serious researchers we are overlooking a . 
large body of data and research potential under the guise of'protection' 
that in effect, ~? ~his day, denies purnoseful, necessary scientific 
research from these neglected areas. 
In essence, we are only getting a minute flick~r of reflection through 
the window i!Jf the past in Pinelands history and land-use. 

Resnectfully submitted, 

~--~ .. '\¢~~ ~ L~;;-; .... ~_.:-.-
J -----.~ ohn H.Cresson 
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101 MORGAN LANE, PLAINSBORO. NEW JERSEY 08536 • (609) 275-8888. FAX (609) 275-4411 
April 16, 1992 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 
Pine lands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Usbon, NJ 08064 

Ae: Review of the Plnefands Comprehensive Management Plan 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

In response to your memo ot February 28, 1992, the New Jersey Builders Association has 
reviewed the key topics for Pine lands CommissJon review. . 

The NJ8A Is commenting on three of the five topics usted. These are Economic Impacts, 
Permitting, and Growth Demands Policfes. In addition, we have just learned that the -
Plnelands Commission has added a sixth topic of Water Quality. The NJ8A Is reserving its 
rights to submit comments on the Water Quality topic. We ask that you provide us with a 
copy of the Finelands Commission material on the Water Quality topic. 

ECONOMIC IMPACTS 
The NJBA makes several recommendatJons for areas of study to evaluate the economic 
Impact of,the Pine lands plan. 

Hou~lng AtfordabJllty .. 'i 

The ~JBA Is of the opinion that the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (eMP) 
has had an adverse impact on housing affordablllty in the Pine lands. Factors which have 
had impacts on the affordabillty of housing. in the Finelands include the following: 

1} The supply of developable land Is constrained, leading to increased prices for 
developable parcelsj 

2) The Plnelands development appllcatJon process Is !xtremely co~; 

3) . The Pine lands development regulations cause expensive site layouts and on-
site improvements; and / 

4) There has been a foss of competiHon due to a decrease In the number of 
builders actJve In the Plnelands. The loss of competltfon Is due to extensive 
capital requirements required for applicants to withstand long delays in the 
development application process and the costs associated With understanding 
the complex regulatory process. 

The problem of housing affordability raises an issue of social equity. Atthough the eMP 
speaks to the need to provide housing for average workers who will be employed In the 
Plnelands. it is apparent that a number of Pine/ands policies nmit development potential to 
such an extent that many areas at the Plnelands may become a reserve for the elite. 
While we befieve that thIs Is contrary to the goals of the eMP, It Is clearly a result of the 
details of the eMP and Its implementattons. The Issue should be reviewed in detail. 

expiration at Wajvers and Prtor Approvals 
As at January 14, 1991, Flnelands waivers previously approved under the prior municipal 

1991 STATE O~I'ICUS AFFILlATES 
ItOBEltT H. KAllEN 

Gltl'r.olCY c. !'OUtlOT .IOSlZ1'H RIGGS 
,/ID VI., l'NJJ4IJoi SocDlld Vi .... P"ublll 
IoIICHAfl. R. I'INX L£ON.v.D ~OI..ONOZ 
v;._ .... ,,.mJ,,.,..rfraRlfrr YJ,t>~ i'Hu4bU.lM/~1M"I 

Roa~r 1iOUlt'.lIM"N PATRICX: J. O'KEllFI! 

• Natio.!!.! A"ociatiotl ot Home BuilcU~ • AtJ.1ntk Bl,1l1d~r$ AlSociatiOI1 of New 
Jersey. HOlM Buildets ...... oci.lion 01 C .. pc M.y COl,1n,,. • Con,ral ]e~y BuildcN 
AuociWod • Bu1.I4en A"oc~tioll 0( MClZOpcJlitolll New Jc~Y • BuilcUrs .... ssaciw04 
of Northem No", leruy - Home Builden A",oeiOlion of NOrlhw",( N"w J.c<"V 



APR 16 '92 15:01 NJ BUILDERS ASSOCI~TION~ 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Review of Plne/ands eMP 
4116192 - Page 2 

P.3 

. development approval standard and approvals issued by the Pinelands Development Review 
Board and by the Commission under the Interim Rules and Regulations expired unless all 
municipal development approvals were in place. Rules provide that there can be no 
extensions of those approvals or permits. It Is the suggestion of the NJBA that the 
economic impact of this decision be fully evaluated. 

Given these provisions, a number of developers have been unable to acquire financing and 
performance guarantees to construct fully approved developments. If these approvals and 
waivers expire, these sites will lose value. This will have to be then reflected In reduced 
property assessments and declining property tax revenue for these sites. This lost tax 
revenue will have to be made up by other property owners. In addition, If developers are 
unable to complete development of the site, It Is likely that the property will be acquired by 
the financing institution through default on outstanding loan obligations. These properties 
will then become non-performing assets of the financing Institution. Development 
companies, financial Institutions and local govemments will all be adversely impacted. What 
Is to become of the vacant lots and future unfinished sections? After having forced the 
developers and banks to absorb high losses, will the Plnelands Commission consider future 
waiver requests for these sites acquired by others at bargain prices? 

In {ldditlon, the proposed economic analysis should evaluate economic impacts on partially 
completed developments. If approvals expire on a development which is partially built out, 
such a development generally has an unfinished appearance which Is reflected In reduced 
value. Vacant lots become neighborhood problems. When the development is to be built 
in sections, through streets may end in stubs to future sections. Such conditions adversely 
affect property values of the previously developed lots. 

It Is the opinion of the NJ8A that the considerable economic Impacts of the expiration 
provisions be thoroughly evaJuated. 

PERMITTING 
The Pinelands Commission Is misusing the Certfficate of Filing as an independent approvals 
process. The use of the Certificate of Filing extends far beyond the exercise of oversight of 
state, county and municipal permitting decisions. When municipalities and counties are In 
compliance with the Comprehensive Management Plan, development applications' should be 
processed through the munlcfpalltles In the manner contemplated when the CMP regulation.s 
were written. The Plnetands Certificate of Filing process should be offered as a pre­
application option available to the applicant. 

When an application is filed with a municipality, a copy of the application should be flied 
with the Pinelands Commission along with a notice of any public hearing. The Pinelands 
Commission should then have the opportunity to flIe written comments with the municipality 
for municipal consideration in review of the application. In addition, the Plnelands staff 
should take the opportunity to attend and offer comments at any public hearings on the 
~ppfic~tion. If a municipality or county makes a decision on an application that Is 
inconsistent with the Comprehensive Management Plan, the Pinelands Commission has the 
authority to call up the application for review. This Is sufficient review power. 

The Plne/ands Commission should not review each application for Issuance ot a building 
perm~t in developments which have been subject to subdiviSion and/or site plan review . 

. _ThJs _JS_ an_examcle. of unnecessarY and redundant requlation which Is Increaslnq the cost of 
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housing and development. This bulfdfng permit review shoufd be nrnlted for use on 
scattered lots which have not been subject to planning board or zoning board review and 
Pinelands oversight. 

The Pinelands Commission should discontinue its review of county planning board and 
county soil conservation district appilcatlons which are also the subject of local planning 
board and zoning boam review. These continuous Pinelands Commission reviews of the 
same application are unnecessary and costly. 

The Pinetands Commission should discontinue Its requirements for municipal Issuance of a 
Certificate of Appropriateness under the cultural resource requirements. The process has 
proven to be confusing to the municipality and unnecessary. 

In reviewing local approvals of development appncationsf the Plnelands should provide for 
an Intermediate step tor the correction 01 minor violations rather then the formal call up and 
hearing process. Often the problems ara of a very minor nature such as specifying the 
incorrect species on a landscaping plan. The applicant and affected parties should be 
given notice of the discrepancy and provided the opportunity to correct the problem before a 
fUfJ call up notice Is Issued. 

G-RoWTH CEMANDS ANC POUCIES 
When the canylng capacity analysis of the Pinelands was completed, It Included those 
developments which had been approved under the E1arly waivers, exemptions and approvals 
issued by the Pine lands Development Review Soard and under the Interim Rules and 
Regulations. The density of many of these developments was subsequently reduced and 
many units were never built There should be an analysis of the number ot dwelling units 
actually built In each designated area. The current development potential of each area 
should be determined and compared to the projections which were prepared when the CMP 
was adopted. Some growth areas have experienced slgn/flcant down zoning where certain 
land areas have been removed from density calculatIons although these areas were initially 
included in the development potentials of the area It appears that growth areas have been 
developing significantly below design potential. To accommodate the required amount of 
growth, It may be necessary to increase densities In developable portions of the regional 
growth· area increase the size of some regional growth areas and increase development 
potential of rural development areas. Increased densltles at regional growth areas may lead 
to more efficient provision of Infrastructure. It is clearly inefficient and a waste of sewer 
planning areas to construct sewer infrastructure at some of the very low densities 
established for some regional growth areas. 

It is important that the regionaJ growth areas accommodate their fair share of growth. This 
is an implicit ·requlrement of any regional plan that seeks to set aside large land areas in 
preserved and protected status. The growth areas must be able to accommodate small lot 
single family detached development at affordable pnces. This housing style Is the clear 
marnet preference today. FaJlure to accommodate the market demands and needs brings 
us once again to the point of dIscussion where the Pinelands can only accommodate 
exclusive housing, thus becoming a reserve for the elite. 

The Finelands Development Credit (Poe) program Is not working. The poe program Is not 
a viable program to increase densities in the growth area. The bonus density received 
when usJng PDes Is far too low to act as an Incentive to purchase PDCs. Further the 
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allocation of POCs to sending sites has been so restrictive that there has been no financial 
Incentive to landowners to sell their rights and permanently restrict the use of their land. in 
additIon, most housing In the P!neiands cannot absorb increased costs of poes at a dollar 
value needed to sustain such a program. While the transfer of development rights is an 
ihteresting theory, it does not work in practice and is only effective when mandated by the 
eMP. The PDe program should not be relied upon in the eM? as a cornerstone of Its 
growth poUcy. 

It is our understanding that these topics will be reviewed by technical committees 
established to assist the Plnelands Commission and staff In the review of these topiCS. We 
at NJ8A hope that you wiJJ give full consideration to the comments offered for your 
consideration. We hope that you will accept them In the cooperative spirit in which they are 
presented. We at NJ8A take our role as the market provider of housing in environmentally 
sensitive communities most seriously. To adequately house our cltlzens In environmentally 
sensitive communities which are affordable to the resIdents of New Jersey, changes In 
Pine lands procedure and policy are warranted. 

We look forward to working with you as'the review of the eMP continues. Please djrect 
any questions on these comments to Joanne Haoons, NJ8A Director of Land Use and 
Planning. 

/.. 
.----.slncerely , 

ROb:rt ~en -
President 



Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

TO: 

FROM: 

State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Site Remediation Program 
eN 028 

Trenton. NJ 08625-0028 
Tel. # 609-292-1250 
Fax. # 609-633-2360 

M E M 0 RAN DUM 

Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 

Lanc) ~~ller, Assistant Commissioner 
Site~~ediation Program 

SUBJECT: Key Topics for Pinelands Commission Review 

Lance R. Miller 
Assistanr Commissioner 

MAY 0 5 1992 

In response to your February 28, 1992 memorandum concerning the 
above subject, I would like to p-rovide the following 
suggestions: 

1. Topic #1: Solid waste The land application of waste 
derived materials should also include the issue of contaminated 
soils that are present at sites within the Pinelands. 
Specifically, guidance is necessary on when contaminated soils 
can be reused within the Pinelands and what would be necessary 
after treatment of contaminated soils (e.g., can they be 
returned to the site from where they were derived). 

2. Topic #4: Pinelands Permitting We are currently 
finalizing a Memorandum of Agreement between our two agencies 
that addresses the permitting issue at contaminated sites that 
are being remediated wi thin the Pinelands. During our 
discussions it has become evident that the Executive Director 
should have the ability to waive permit requirements for 
publicly funded cleanups conducted by this Department. The 
coordination between our agencies is such that the need to 
require the administrative processes of obtaining a permit is 
unnecessary and may resul t in delays in the implementation of 
much needed remediation at contaminated sites. 

,\lew jrr'cy 15 <if) ['IUd/ O(J(JorrUf)I'Y [1Tl(J/O\ ('r 
/(c~cJcd P.I(Jcr 



If you have any questions regarding these suggestions, please 
feel free to contact me at your convenience. I apo logize for 
not meeting your deadline for this submittal. 

c: Rick Engel 
Tony Farro 
Karl Delaney 
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Mayor 
JQHN J. PERCY, III, CTA, CMFO 

, PHONE:~ 

Deputy Mayor 
CHARLES PRITCHARD 

PHONE: 62>9212 

Township Committee Members 
LORRAINE GRANESE 

PHONE: 625-0807 

FRANK GRIECO, SR. 
PHONE: 625-QS24 

BRUCE STRIGH 
PHONE: 625-0060 

JulY' 2, 1992 

ClInuntl1 nf Atlantir 

21 <Uantillon iBnu!.euaro, 1Rnnm 104 
~l1n ffianofng, N.ew 31.ern.el1 OB330 

The Pinelands Commission 
Mr. Terrence Moore, Executive Director 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Re: Pinelands Master Plan Review 

Dear Terry, 

Township Clerk 
JOANI.ANDERSON,RMC 

PHONE: 62>1511 

Township Administrator 
RAYMOND A. TOWNSEND 

PHONE: 625-4762 

Township Solicitor 
, ROBERT SANDMAN. ESQ. 

PHONE: 344-5161 

Township Engineers 
JOHN R. WALKER 

JAMES N. HOLMES 

I have enclosed an original and several copies of a report written 
by our Municipal Engineer, James Holmes, in reference to municipal 
road projects within the Pinelands. 

Please accept this as additional input for your review process. 

If the Commission, you or your staff, have any specific questions, 
please feel free to contact Mr. Holmes (609-399-1927) or myself. 

Sincerely, 

·fJ·· a,~ 
Ra~ownsend 
Township Administrator 

RATmal 

enc. 

N.em 3J .erg .etl'g ~a:rg.egt .fal{unidpalitt! 
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PROPOSED PINELANDS CMP REVISIONS 

I INTRODUCTION 

The Township of Hamilton was one of the first munici­

palities in the Pine lands National Reserve to begin the Pine­

lan~s Certification process of the Township Developmental 

Ordinance. After Certification the. Township has developed 

a history of full cooperation with the Pinelands Commission 

in implementation and enforcement of the Pine lands Comprehen­

sive Management Plan. 

As an example of close cooperation, Township Planning 

Officials have met on a monthly basis with applicants and 

developers for the past ten years. These meetings, in many 

instances, are held with applicants prior to a formal applica­

tion being submitted to the Pinelands Commission or the 

Township Planning Board. In addition to Township Planning 

Officials, for a number of years a representative of the Pine­

lands Commission staff has also attended the meetings. 

This cooperative effort has resulted in reduced 

development review costs for applicants. As two review agencies 

are involved, a clear understanding of requirements on the 

part of the applicant in certain matters of concern to both 

the Pinelands Commission and the Township, and a shortened 

length of the review process for applicants has resulted. 

In the design of storm water management systems, a 

critical element is the depth to seasonal high groundwater. 

The Township Engineer's Office and the Pine lands staff have 

shared this responsibility of witn~ssing borings to verify 
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this data, based on work load and availjbility of the Pinelands 

Commission staff. 

The Township Engineer's Office has also cooperated 

closely with the Cape-Atlantic Soil Conservation District during 

the 'construction of development projects, to insure soil erosion 

measures are followed. The Townsh~p Engineer has given stand-

ing orders to his Inspection staff to notify him, or the Cape­

Atlantic Soil Conservation District, in the event soil erosjon. 

procedures are not followed. In essence,this procedure also 

aids in the Pine lands Certification process, as the Soil Erosion 

and Sedimentation Plans are a~ important element of the Pine lands 

review and approval. 

Through the Pl~nning Board Planner's Office, strict 

compliance with the Pinelands approved landscaping plan is 

required prjor tJ the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 

by the Township Construction Code Official. Approval and sign 

off is also required by the Township Engineer for the Storm 

Water Management Plan, and any other aspects of the Pinelands 

approved and certified plans. 

The Plannin~ and Zoning Office, through the diligent 

work of the Planning Board Administrator, also has a hjstory 

of compliance with, and enforcement of, all aspects of the 

Pine lands Comprehensive Management Plan. 

The above eAamples demonstrate the Townshjp o~ Hami Iton 

has a history of c00peration with, and above all, en[orcement 

of the goals of the Pinelands Commjssion. 
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The Pine lands Commission is presently reviewing the 

Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), and soliciting recommen­

dations from the public, government officials, and organizations 

during the review process. The Township, based on its excellent 

history of cooperation and enforcement of Pine lands goals and 

aims, respectfully submits these recommendations for consideration 

by the Pinelands Commission. 

Of the six topics chosen by the Commission for review of 

the CMP, this report will primarily focus on the following topics 

as they relate to and impact upon reconstr~ction and maintenance 

of Township Roads. 

1) Growth Demands and Policies 

2) Economic Impacts 

3) Storm Water Management 

Although this report is based on Hamilton Township's 

experience, other Pine lands area municipal engineers have indi­

cated concurrence with the opinions formulated herein. 

II GROWTH DEMANDS & POLICIES 

Due to the Pinelands mandated growth within the Township, 

the population has rapidly expanded within the past ten years. 

Thjs growth has placed an economjc burden on the Township in 

the form of expanded services and new facilities. The Township 

presently maintains over 400 miles of improved municipal roads. 

In the context of this report, "improved" means gravel. bitum­

inous surface treatment, or asphalt roads. 



July 21, 1992 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First'Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
114 Titus Mill Road 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

R E C E ! V E 0 .J lJ 1_ ;) '; 19~2 

I am a Landscape Architect who has submitted development applications to the Pine lands 
Commission an several occasions. Based upon my experiences, as well as those expressed 
to me by developers, landowners, and municipalities, it is apparent that the Commission is 
failing to achieve its mandate of protecting the Pinelands. They have been extremely 
effective in preventing development, but unfortunately preventing development does not 
necessarily protect and, certainly does not enhance the Pinelands. 

Long before the Pinelands Commission was established to "Protect" the Pine lands, there 
were farmers, boatbuilders, ironworks, etc., as well as the villages they supported. During 
formulation of the Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), these same industries and 
villages were lauded as part of the Pine lands Heritage. Had they not existed before the 
Commission, however, the Commission would not allow them to exist today. Furthermore, 
by developing an expensive and cumbersome permit process in which everything is a major 
development, the Commission is slowly and systematically eliminating what "heritage" is left. 
Its impact upon two traditional and supposedly "desired" activities, i.e., farming and forestry, 
is especially disturbing. Both have suffered immensely since adoption of the CMP and while 
forestry has not recently been a major industry, it would seem to be perfectly suited to not 
only protect and enhance the Pinelands, but also provide economic benefit through 
intelligent management as a renewable natural resource. 

The Commission's myopic approach to "protecting" the Pine lands is nothing more than a 
feeble maintenance of the Status Quo. By their adherence to the belief that all land use is 
inherently bad, they have dismissed out of hand many opportunities to correct past habitat 
destruction and thereby enhance the Pinelands. 
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This misguided belief underlines the Commission's fundamental misunderstanding of the 
social and economic aspects of the Pinelands and their interrelationship and inevitable 
impacts upon its ecology. The Commission has never failed to exhort the bad effects that 
poor land use and development has had upon the Pinelan"ds. Unfortunately, it has failed 
miserably to acknowledge, perhaps even grasp the possibilities for enhancement that 
sensitive land use can, in fact, bring. 

Why can't endangered species be re-introduced? 

Why can't critical habitat be created? 

Why can't foresters be permitted to utilize and manage some of its renewable 
resources in a manner that will insure its long term health and vigor? 

Why can't thoughtful developers be allowed to' provide housing and business 
opportunities in designated areas to those whose vested interest it would be to 
protect and enhance the Pinelands? 

Why can't the Pin~lands be restored? 

Because the Commission has not and will not permit it. 

Furthermore, through its unmitigated contempt of landowners who would utilize the 
Pinelands natural resources and its arrogant disregard of those with the experience and 
expertise to manage them, the Commission is alienating, and in some cases, destroying its 
most important constituency. Through its presumed omnipotence, the Commission's staff 
or inexperienced environmental scientists and experienced Inwyers 8.re insuring the 
Pinelands' slow, but certain, deterioration. 

Until the Commission is made answerable for its actions and non-actions, it is inevitable that 
the "Pinelands" will one day exist only as an image that they dispel upon a naive and 
uninformed public. 

Timothy Kaluhio~ alani, ASLA 
Landscape Architect 
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Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
113 Titus Mill Road 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 

Dear Mr. Sullivan: 

I am writing this letter to express some of my views and opinions on the Pinelands 
Commission's intent to preserve and protect the Pine lands. I am an environmental scientist 
with broad knowledge and understanding of various environmental issues including the 
unique character of the Pinebarrens gained through my education at Stockton State College, 
numerous short courses, seminars and certifications, as well as years of experience working 
as an environmental professional. 

Through my experience dealing with Pine lands on development applications, it is my 
impression that the Commission is anti-development. Their stated mandate is to protect, 
preserve and enhance the natural resources while promoting agricultural, recreational, 
residential and commercial uses in the Pine lands. In truth, they do all within their significant 
power to prevent all land use. I strongly believe that the Commission's strategy to achieve 
iLS goal of "preserve and protect" the Pinelands is a "Lets Leave It Alone" policy. Their 
methodoiog/ inciudes an expensive, cumbersome application procedure generaIly impossible 
for a landowner to afford. The endless requests for additional and often irrelevant 
information, the long delays in their review, the costs imposed on the applicant are all 
designed to make him just "go away". 

For example, rare sighting of endangered or threatened species dating back from 1930s 
should not constitute a reason for a landowner to give up his or her rights to develop the 
land. If the landowners wish to dispute the Pine lands, then they are required to hire a 
professional consultant to perform an extensive detailed study to dispute the Pinelands and 
as a result, the landowner will most likely "go away" because of the exorbitant cost and 
lengthy application prc..:ess. 
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The bias and subjectivity of review staff imposing restrictions on what is developable land 
is also evident. I have submitted over 200 wetland permit applications to Army Corps of 
Engineers and New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection and Energy and 
obtained approvals from both agencies with very little difficulty. However, I have yet to 
obtain a wetlands approval from the Pinelands without significantly altering the wetlands 
line, which is based on united methods accepted by EPA, US Fish and Wildlife Service and 
US Department of Agriculture, because of the inconsistencies in the review staff. To date, 
I do not know why the Pinelands do not fonow the united me thud of delineating wetlands. 
In fact, they have no clear definition of what constitutes a wetland which allows them to be 
extremely capricious. 

The Comprehensive Management Plan, (CMP) states that the wetlands serve a number of 
functions including natural drainage system, removal of excess inorganic nutrient from 
surface and groundwater, habitat for wildlife, etc., which are excellent reasons to preserve 
their integrity. Therefore, I do agree with importance of preserving wetlands and other 
~ritical areas, however, the Pine lands imposing a 300 feet buffer around an isolated wetland 
in a cleared field surrounded by major development only indicates the Commission's anti­
development policy. 

The Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) also addresses the importance of 
pinelands forest in terms of cultural, ecological, scenic and economic resources and the need 
for its maintenance and economic return from timber harvest, thus providing opportunities 
for the continuous uses for the regions renewable resources. In addition, the CMP 
specifically states "Failure to cIearcut Atlantic White Cedar and control competing hardwood 
reduces the chances of the re-establishment of this economically valuable species". In 
practice, however, the Pinelands discourages any cIearcutting of Atlantic White Cedar. 
Typically they mention sighting of some endangered or threatened species on the property 
or cite some other issue requiring custly reports prohibItive to forestry operations in order 
to discoura5c any euiting aJ!d to ensure "Just Leave It Alone" policy. 

Furthermore, if the Commission's forestry program is intended to meet the objectives as 
stated in CMP by providing opportunities for continuous uses of forest products, and to 
encourage small scale logging operations, then the Forestry permit application should not 
be reviewed as a major development application. The requirements of the application is 
cost prohibitive with cumbersome and sometimes almost impossible for a landowner or small 
logger to comply, not to mention the fact that most of the requirements are irrelevant when 
applied to forestry as a land use. A simple means to permit sound forestry and facilitate the 
CMP's stated goals would be to hire a professional forester with expertise and knowledge 
of Pinelar.js ecosystem to encourage and ensure that the forestry practices are in the besl 
interest of the Pinelands, as well as for the landowners. Currently there are none on staff. 
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Overall, I applaud Pine lands Commission's accomplishments for protecting one of New 
Jersey's greatest resources, but there should be a stable balance from just "preserve and 
protect" to the sound management of these resources to provide maximum benefits to both 
man and erivironment. 

~fl~.----~ 
Yong Kong 
Environmental Scientist 



YOllg Kong 
222 Mattix Run 
Abseco~, NJ 08201 

Mr. Richard J. Sullivan, President 
NJ First Incorporated 
The Pennington Office Park 
113 Titus Mill Road . 
Pennington, NJ 08534-4305 
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June 24, 1992 

John Stokes 
Pinelands Commission 
15 Springfield Road 
New Lisbon, New Jersey 08064 

Re: Pinelands Commission Plan Review Workshop 

Dear Mr. Stokes: 

ELIZABETH OUS .... NIWSKY..; 

M'CMELE 1'1. OUE-ROUES 

..;OI-1N F. VARL.EY III 

ANTHONY R CARUSO 

SHERRY L.. SPENCER 

M SCOTT TA5H';'!" 

DEBBIE. KRAMER GREGG 

STEVEN oJ. BRODMAN 

ANDREW B. ROBINS 

MICHAEI... ...... BRUNO 

SUS ..... N 0 DAVIS 

MARGARET B. CARMEL! 

KURT E. ANOERSON 

PAUL T COLELLA 

..JOOY V WILSON 

..JOANNE 5 GR ..... y 

ROBERT..J BL .... CKWELL 

LI SA A BUTTO 

GUY P RYAN 

ROBERT..J. BURNS 

GREGG M. HoaBIE 

LAURA A L ..... NE 

LAWRENCE..J SHARON 

TAACV A ARM STRONG 

SUSAN A SCHEMSEA 

SRYAN N. SCHULMAN 

FILE NO. 

1753/045 

Thank you for your memorandum of June 8, 1992 with respect 
to the above-referenced matter and specifically.with respect to 
the workshop I attended. 

First, I would like to compliment the Pinelands Commission 
staff in the manner in which it conducted the workshop. I 
thought that the questions were probing and the panel included 
representatives of different interests in the development review 
process. 

There is one additional comment that I thought of after the 
workshop and that relates to processing of third party appeals. 
The Pinelands Commission has an extremely liberal policy towards 
processing of third party appeals, which is sometimes very unfair 
to applicants. We all agree that the Pinelands Commission 
development review process is a rigorous one and once the staff 
has determined that an approval of one form or another should be 
issued, third parties should not be automatically granted that 
rijht to appeal from that determination. Often, those same third 
parties have submitted information to the staff in the course of 
th~ development review process and the staff decision takes into 
consideration those comments. Since there is no statutory or 



GIORDANO, HALLERAN & CIESLA 

A PROF"ESSIONAL CORPORATION 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

John Stokes 
June 24, 1992 
Page 2 

constitutional right to a third party appeal in these 
circumstances, we would prefer to see some type of screening of 
third party appeals to reject those that are clearly not 
meritorious or raise issues that have already been considered by 
the staff. 

Thank you for your attention to this additional point. 

~ 

MICHAEL J. GROSS 
MJG/e~v 

cc: Terry Moore 



stormwater Management in the Pinelands 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on 
June 30, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for the 
meeting, a series of questions to be explored (Appendix B), back­
ground information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public 
comments received (Appendix D) were provided to each participant. 
Public comments received after the meeting was held are attached 
as Appendix E. 

Mr. Liggett served as the workshop coordinator and panelists were 
asked to freely express their opinions as individual experts and 
not as representatives of an agency. or organization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and 
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
A taped recording of the entire seven (7) hour session is avail­
able for review at the Commission's office. Since different 
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to 
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion 
points and recommendations. 

Recommendations are described throughout the text in bold and are 
numbered sequentially. Because this particular workshop was the 
eighth in a series held by the Commission, each recommendation 
begins with the number 8. For ease of reference, a table has 
also been prepared which identifies each recommendation presented 
by one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es­
timates of the resources and time needed to carry out the recom­
mendation and other information which the Commission may wish to 
consider when deciding which recommendations should be pursued. 

III. KEY DISCUSSION POINTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A major question explored at the meeting was whether Comprehen­
sive Management Plan (CMP) stormwater standards should continue 
to maintain maximum flexibility by being very general or whether 
they should be made more specific. Most panelists felt flexible 
star lards are best, but also that there was a need to expand on 
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the very basic stormwater regulations contained in the CMF. A 
need to be more specific about balancing the CMP's water quality 
and recharge standards was identified. The interrelationship be­
tween stormwater and other CMF standards was also stressed. A 
great deal of time was also spent on the issue of facility main­
tenance; to some degree, all of the recommendations made by the 
panel members recognize that stormwater management systems are 
maintenance-dependent. Discussion focused on five major topics: 
design year storms; CMP water quality standards; other CMP stan­
dards;'maintenance and enforcement; and education. 

A. Design Year storm 

consideration of the interrelationships between infiltration, 
stormwater cleanliness, and the demands of flood control provided 
much discussion and the focus for several recommendations. The 
following recommendations were made: 

Recommendation 8.01 Adopt stormwater standards which prevent 
municipalities from requiring 100 year storm design for flood 
control purposes (i. e. , do not allow stricter municipal 
standards). 
One panelist stated that most municipalities and counties require 
that stormwater management be based on a 100 year storm for flood 
control reasons. In other words, in this panelist's view, 
municipalities are using more restrictive (and excessive) stan­
dards for stormwater management than required by the CMP and this 
creates problems (e.g., a requirement for basins of excessive 
size) for applicants in designing appropriate systems. The 
panelists agreed that it would be better to have one standard ap­
plied by all state agencies that is also accepted by 
municipalities. It was also agreed that perhaps the best way to 
accomplish this goal would be for the Commission to adopt an 
amendment to the CMP that prevents Pinelands municipalities from 
implementing more restrictive stormwater management standards 
than those in the CMF, at least in terms of utilizing a 100 year 
storm requirement. Other panelists commented that if such an 
amendment were made in the context of balancing water quality, 
water quantity and stormwater management goals, it could be ap­
propriate. Concern was expressed by several panelists that 
municipalities would resist such a requirement, in part due to 
flood control concerns. 
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Recommendation 8.02 
"exfiltration," (i.e., 
during storm events). 

Allow developers to take credit for 
conveyance from the basin to groundwater 

It was the general consensus of the panel that this practice 
should be implemented by the Commission. The benefits would be 
smaller retention basins. One panelist indicated that although 
the Commission would need to determine what rates to apply, this 
should not be a difficult undertaking. Another panelist stated 
that the Commission has traditionally not given credit for 
"exfiltration" because of the lack of control over stormwater 
system maintenance. If maintenance were assured (e.g., if Recom­
mendation 8.21 is implemented), the Commission might be more com­
fortable in implementing this recommendation. 

Recommendation 8.03a Revise CMP standards to require recharge 
for all impervious surfaces up to a la-year storm (a storm of 
this significance would be expected to occur once every ten 
years) and the use of 2-, 10- and lOa-year storms to control 
rate. 
In general, several panelists suggested that the Commission con­
sider using variable storms for different elements of a 
stormwater system. The specific recommendation cited above would 
allow detention requirements to be consistent with those ot other 
agencies while still providing for infiltration, a primary inter­
est of the Commission. The Commission's past storm frequency 
study was cited, specifically to indicate that most volume from 
storms would indeed be handled by retention of the 10 year storm. 
One panelist did caution the panel to remember that a 10-year 
storm infiltration requirement might involve pollutants that will 
require careful management. It was also suggested that the in­
filtration requirement not be limited to just the increase in 
runoff caused by development (as the CMP currently requires) but 
be expanded to include total runoff volume. This would ul­
timately result in the creation of less impervious surface as 
developers seek to limit the amount of runoff that must be 
recharged. Consensus on the latter suggestion was not reached. 
On the overall recommendation, no opposition was expressed. 

Recommendation 8.03b Develop a two-part stormwater management 
strategy: infiltration for first-flush stormwater and detention 
for larger storm events. 
Several panelists suggested that such a strategy would enable the 
Commission to address both ground and streamwater water quality 
and recharge concerns under current design parameters. This 
recommendation, while similar to that of 8.03a, would allow the 
Commission to retain its current design storm but permit a blend 
of retention and detention facilities. 
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Recommendation 8. 04 Further define and clarify the term 
"impervious surface" (e.g., to include gravel parking lots). 
One panelist suggested that such a revision would be necessary, 
particularly if Recommendation 8. 03a was to be implemented. 
Another panelist stated that the Commission could consider 
clarifying the intent of the definition as opposed to including 
specific examples. Other panel members expressed neither support 
nor opposition to this recommendation. 

Recommendation 8.05 The Commission and Soil Conservation service 
(SCS) should establish consistent guidelines on the use of TR-55. 
It was generally agreed by the panelists that consistency regard­
ing the application of TR-55 (the basis for determining the 
amount of stormwater runoff caused by the development per the 
CMP) would be beneficial. One panelist briefly explained some of 
the ways in which SCS's application of TR-55 differs from that of 
the Commission (SCS accounts for ponding factors and also allows 
compositing or averaging of runoff curve numbers as opposed to 
separate hydrographic curves, thereby resulting in lower peaks). 
Specific means of achieving consistency were not discussed, nor 
were the exact guidelines that would need to be established. 

B. Stormwater: water Quality 

The panelists spent a great deal of time discussing the relation­
ship between the Commission's stormwater and water quality stan­
dards. Essentially, there was a general concern that impacts on 
water quality be recognized and considered when making changes to 
stormwater standards and policies. T~e following recommendations 
were made: 

Recommendation 8. 06 Study the "net renovating potential 'U of 
soils to determine whether the CMP standard discouraging recharge 
in excessively drained soils should be eliminated or revised. 
One panelist suggested that, to some degree, the success of 
recharge is a function of soil types. Different soils interact 
with pollutants in different ways, e.g., some remove pollutants 
and thus "renovate" the stormwater. Therefore, soil type should 
be a factor, but not necessarily the primary reason to prohibit 
or discourage infiltration. It was generally agreed by the 
panelists that Pinelands soils should be studied in terms of 
their renovating potential to determine whether a CMP amendment 
would be warranted. 
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Recommendation 8.07 Eliminate CMP standard discouraging in­
filtration in deep aquifer recharge areas. 
Several panelists noted that this standard has rarely been raised 
as an issue in the past in terms of development applications. 
When raised, it was viewed as a standard that should be applied 
"to the extent possible." If the water that is infiltrated is 
controlled (e.g., through Recommendations 8.03a, 8.03b or 8.08b), 
or if recharge is only attempted where the soil can renovate the 
stormwater (e. g., Recommendation 8.06), this standard may no 
longer be necessary. No opposition to the recommendation was ex­
pressed by other panel members. 

Recommendation 8.08a Revise CMP stormwater standards to clarify 
that both water quality (non-degradation standards) and 
stormwater retention requirements (infiltration from all imper­
vious surfaces) must be met. 
In general, the panelists agreed that a more specific relation­
ship between water quality and stormwater standards needs to be 
established in the CMP. Language should be added to ensure that 
applicants understand that both requirements (non-degradation and 
infiltration) must be met. Although there was agreement on this 
basic concept, a number of panelists felt. that this rE~commenda­
tion would not sufficiently addressth.e important issue of 
whether or not it is appropriate to allow' relief from eMP 
stormwater recharge regulations or water quality standards in 
certain circumstances. Recommendation 8.08b below reflects this 
alternativ~. 

Recommendation 8. 08b Revise CMP stormwater standards to permit 
relief from either water quality or retention requirements, when 
necessary, based on such factors as soil type and land use type. 
A number of panel members stated that although the overall in­
filtration strategy of the CMP is appropriate, flexibility in ap­
plying requirements needs to be increased. Infiltration require­
ments should vary in their application on a site by site basis, 
taking into consideration soil conditions, vegetative cover and 
other similar factors. One panel member presented the other 
panelists with a draft table (attached as Appendix F) illustrat­
ing the suitability of various soils for recharge and wet pond­
ing. Other panelists agreed that, with some refinement for 
specific Pinelands soils, the table was a useful guide in deter­
mining whether or not recharge for a certain site was ap­
propriate. 

Another panelist offered the example of a gas station to il­
lustrate that there may be cases where the quality of the runoff 
generated becomes more important than achieving 100 per cent in­
filtration. In these cases, recharge requirements may need to 
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become less of an absolute in order to ensure that water quality 
standards are met. The following specific strategies for in­
creasing flexibility were offered by various panel members: 

1. Limit infiltration requirements to relatively clean sources 
(e.g., rooftops) instead of requiring infiltration from all 
impervious surfaces; 

2. Require "pre-treatment" of stormwater to control and manage 
stormwater runoff from roads and parking lots; 

3. Require "pre-treatment" of stormwater before it reaches in­
filtration basins, particularly for commercial uses, thereby 
allowing for easier maintenance and the downsizing of reten­
tion basins; and 

4. Develop alternative strategies to deal with situations where 
recharge is not possible or where solubles are a problem 
(e.g., use of wet ponding and wet basins as well as non­
structural alternatives like wet meadows). 

There was ,general consensus on the benefits' and need for the 
pre-treatment requirements set forth in numbers 2 and 3 above. 
with respect to the recommenda't:ion in number 4 above, several 
panelists expressed some concern with the soil excavation and 
necessary harvesting to "remove" nutrients required for wet 
basins. Also, one panel member noted that although wet ponding 
and wet basins do accomplish some degree of pollutant removal, 
they are not optimal. Another panel member stated that con­
structing a wetlands system with the correct vegetative mixture 
could be problematic and noted a concern with the potential im­
pacts of new wetlands on existing undisturbed wetlands. It was 
noted that the strategies discussed in number 4 would result in 
the creation of "non-Pinelands" types of wetlands, although they 
would still have some value. However, it was also noted that 
they may be necessary in some limited circumstances and could 
create valuable habitat. 

Recommendation 8.09 Amend the CMP to require a minimum separa­
tion of basins from the water table that varies by soil type. 
One panel member stated that the Commission's current practice is 
to require a minimum separation of two feet. This requirement is 
dictated by the state and is not based on the Commission's 
requirements for the location of septic systems. Another 
panelist noted that any eMF standard that is added should allow 
for some margin of error. It was the general consensus of the 
panel members that a minimum separation requirement would need to 
vary by soil type. ' 
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Recommendation 8.10 Prohibit certain vegetative maintenance 
practices (e.g., commercialtertilization and herbicide/pesticide 
services). 
One panelist suggested that such a requirement for vegetation 
used for all types of developments would represent an important 
means of source control. However, it was noted by other 
panelists that this would not eliminate the use of pesticides, 
etc., by individual homeowners and therefore the problem would 
remain. Questions as to how such a requirement would be success­
fully enforced were also raised. The panel reached no consensus 
concerning this recommendation. 

Recommendation 8.11 Undertake hydrologic studies to determine 
the ultimate impacts ot headwaters in the Pinelands on 'coastal 
systems. 
One panel member indicated that the Department of Environmental 
Protection and Energy (DEPE) would be very interested in the 
results of such a study and suggested the best approach would be 
one that varies by watershed and the types of land uses involved. 
This would recognize that pollutants will be different for dif­
ferent land uses. The potential for partial DEPE funding was 
also noted. Several panelists noted their concern that although 
agriculture is a major pollutant generator, the CMP does not con­
sider agriculture to be development. One panel member stated 
that the impacts of agriculture on coastal waters are sig­
nificant. No opposition to this recommendation was expressed. 

Recommendation 8.12 study the ettects ot retention and detention 
on water quality. 
It was noted that no comprehensive data exists on the real im­
pacts on water quality of either retention (i. e., recharge or 
permanent ponds) or detention (i.e., temporary ponds or swales). 
While many of the other recommendations seem to have merit based 
upon existing information, a full evaluation is still needed. 

C. Other CMP Standards 

It was the general consensus of the panel members that changes to 
CMP standards other than those for stormwater management could 
also be important in terms of their impact on stormwater manage­
ment. It was noted that the CMP already includes many require­
ments which serve to limit stormwater impacts. The following 
recommendations were made: 

7 



Recommendation 8.13 Determine what incentives could be provided 
to developers who use best management practices. 
The types of incentives and best management practices that might 
be involved were not discussed. A method of determining which 
developments were entitled to what incentives was not suggested. 
However, panelists expressed no opposition to this recommenda­
tion. 

Recommendation 8.14 Establish speci~ic standards on clearing to 
limit. the amount that is permitted based on the type of develop­
Dlent involved. 
The panelists discussed the Commission's current landscaping and 
clearing standards and their effect on stormwater management. 
There was some disagreement on the extent of excessive clearing, 
especially post-development, that is occurring throughout the 
Pinelands; one panelist indicated that the problem is fairly 
widespread while others noted they did not believe this was a 
common practice. A recommendation was made that the Commission 
strengthen its clearing standards to lessen the later use of 
landscaping inappropriate to stormwater goals. One panelist 
stated that it would be unrealistic to assume that stricter 
clearing standards would necessarily have a beneficial effect; 
homeowners would continue to clear additional lands after obtain­
ing their approvals. Another panelist disagreed and suggested 
that stricter clearing standards might create a pattern that new 
homeowners would be likely to follow in the future. In the long 
term, more limited clearing could make quite a difference in 
terms of stormwater management. Consensus was not reached on the 
value of this recommendation. 

Recommendation 8.15 Examine the possibility o~ the Commission's 
adopting "dimensional criteria" (e.g. I road width requirements, 
sidewalks and curbs, ~lexible setback standards) to improve 
stormwater management design and lessen the amount o~ runoff that 
must be managed. 
Several panel members stated that applicants frequently encounter 
"cross-j urisdictional problems" when attempting to obtain 
municipal approval of stormwater management designs that are ac­
ceptable to the Commission. For example, although a road 20 feet 
in width with roadside swales would represent an excellent in­
filtration system, municipalities tend to insist on roads that 
are at least 36 feet wide. The same problem arises with 
municipal sidewalk requirements. There was general consensus 
that this dichotomy presents a problem in terms of achieving op­
timal stormwater management. It was also recognized that because 
municipal requirements are often implemented for safety purposes, 
it would be difficult to convince municipalities to change their 
practices absent a CMP requir~ment to do so. One panel member 
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did note that the currently proposed Uniform site Improvements 
Bill would provide statewide standards, some of which (e.g., road 
widths) might apply in the Pinelands. Passage of this bill, in 
the panelist's view, might provide at least a partial solution to 
the problem and eliminate the necessity of the Commission's 
adopting its own "dimensional" standards. Absent passage of 
such a bill, however, there was a general consensus that the 
on-site impacts of CMP stormwater requirements on the layout of 
roads, etc. , should be examined with the goal of adopting 
flexible "dimensional" standards to promote efficient stormwater 
design. As an example, one panel member suggested that setback 
requirements could be relaxed in return for less vegetation dis­
turbance. 

Recommendation 8 .16 Establish maximum impervious surface 
ratios. 
One panel member suggested that such a standard be implemented in 
addition to the Commission's density requirements for Regional 
Growth Areas. A certain amount of impervious surface per acre of 
land or per lot would be permitted. Flexibility should also be 
provided. For example, the Commission could establish a maximum 
impervious. cover ratio for an entire site and give the developer 
the freedom to choose a site design that fits within the general 
parameters, similar to the current application of CMP density 
requirements. One 'panel member noted that implementation of this 
recommendation might negate the need to incorporate specific road 
width requirements in the CMP (see Recommendation 8.15 above). 
Specif ic ratios and the means by which they should be det:ermined 
were not suggested. Panel members indicated neither support nor 
opposition to this recommendation. 

Recommendation 8.17 Other CMP standards should be examined to 
determine what, if any, impact on stormwater management exists. 
Although the panelists generally agreed that the relationship of 
stormwa ter standards to var ious other CMP standards (e. g. , 
vegetation) was important, there was no discussion of which CMP 
standards should be examined nor how such a study could be ac­
complished. 

Recommendation 8.18 Require a certain percentage of landscaping 
be done with native species or low maintenance plants' when open 
fields are developed. 
One panel member suggested that the Commission require 50 per 
cent of such sites to be landscaped with native or low main­
tenance plants, in an attempt to "re-establish" the forest and 
minimize runoff. Other panelists expressed the concern that such 
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a requirement would have little effect on stormwater management 
and suggested that the Commission's efforts would be better 
focused elsewhere. 

D. Maintenance/Enforcement 

In general, the panelists agreed that ensuring proper maintenance 
of stormwater systems was critical to the long-term success of 
stormwater management policies. The problem of system failure 
was discussed at.length, and the role played by maintenance in 
preventing failure was emphasized. The following recommendations 
were made: 

Recommendation 8.19 Determine the frequency of infiltration sys­
tem failure, the reasons for failure and the nature of the 
problems caused by failure. 
The panelists engaged in a somewhat extensive discussion on the 
failure of infiltration systems, in terms of the number of 
failures occurring, the causes of failure and the various 
problems that result from failure. Although there was some dis­
agreement as to the prevalence of ,failure, it was the general 
consensus of the panel that a field study on the failure rates of 
infiltration systems was critical. In addition, the panelists 
generally agreed that existing data is inSUfficient' for drawing 
any firm conclusions as to the reasons for failure. Various 
opinions were offered, including sedimentation at the bottom of 
basins, "resuspension of pollutants" and the build-up of leaves 
in basins. One panel member noted that a Memorandum of Under­
standing between the Commission and the SCS was currently being 
drafted for the purpose of identifying the factors leading to 
failure, with the Ultimate goal of establishing new construction 
standards. There was also some disagreement as to the extent of 
the problems caused by failure of infiltration systems; one panel 
member indicated that failure leads to significant erosion and 
the washing of sedimentation into wetlands buffer areas while 
another panelist suggested that erosion should not always be a 
major concern. Despite these areas of disagreement, it was the 
consensus of the panel members that a study on infiltration sys­
tem failure would produce valuable information. 

Recommendation 8.20 Develop consistency between CMP and BCB 
stormwater management guidelines; resolve conflict between CMP 
standard of no disturbance in wetlands and BCB desire to allow 
minimal wetland disturbance as a means of preventing erosion. 
One panel member stated that since the Commission does not permit 
the construction of emergency spillways through wetlands, erosion 
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is occurring when infiltration systems fail because there is no 
means of "safe conveyance." The suggestion was made that the 
Commission's strict adherence to wetlands protection standards 
does not provide sufficient flexibility in allowing developers to 
plan for system failure. One panelist suggested that the Commis­
sion needs to consider whether the absolute preservation of wet­
lands at the expense of erosion is always an appropriate policy. 
It was recommended that the Commission revise the CMP to allow 
pipes to cross buffers and wetlands in certain cases to cut down 
on soil erosion. Another panel member suggested that wet meadows 
would suffice, given the lack of erosion-causing topography in 
the Pinelands. Although there was general agreement that consis­
tent stormwater management guidelines would be beneficial, the 
panelists reached no consensus on the second part of the recom­
mendation. 

Recommendation 8.21 The Commission should require developers to 
submit stormwater maintenance plans which would be enforced 
through maintenance bonding. 
It was the consensus of the panelists that this recommendation 
should be implemented. The panelists agreed that in order for 
stormwater management systems to work properly and continue to 
work in·the future, someone must be actively (i.e., financially) 
interested in ensuring that this occurs. One pane:list indicated 
that although municipalities currently require fencing and 
mosquito control measures with regard to retention basins, addi­
tional maintenance requirements are necessary. 'rhe basic issue 
is that someone, specifically municipalities or counties, must be 
required to assume financial responsibility for :maintenance. It 
was noted that both infiltration and detention systems are de­
pendent on maintenance for long-term success. 

Recommendation 8.22 Require the use of multiple infiltration 
devices to minimize the problems caused by the failure of anyone 
device. 
In addition to the use of multiple types of infiltration systems, 
it was also the general consensus of the panelists that the Com­
mission should require developers to discontinue reliance on one 
large retention basin. This would also preclude any possibility 
of a single stormwater facility serving more than one site. One 
panelist suggested that the central infiltration basin concept 
seems to be resulting in an increase in infiltration problems. 
Therefore, the Commission should require the use of a combination 
of techniques, particularly systems that distribute stormwater 
infiltration facilities throughout sites. 
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Recommendation 8.23 Enter into a cooperative agreement with the 
Soil conservation service whereby the Soil Conservation Service 
is'given the power to enforce CMP clearing standards. 
This recommendation was made after an extensive discussion on the 
prevalence of excessive clearing in the Pinelands. One panelist 
indicated that Commission staff is limited in its ability to 
verify and enforce violations of clearing limits by individual 
homeowners. Another panelist suggested that because- SCS staff 
members appeared to be in a better position to notice cases of 
excessive clearing, delegation of the Commission's enforcement 
power to SCS might produce better results. No opposition was of­
fered to this recommendation. 

E. Education 

The panelists also discussed the importance of educational ef­
forts related to stormwater management. For the most part, in­
creased communication with various participants in the applica­
tion process was stressed. The following recommendations were 
made: 

Recommenda tion 8.2" Hold an annual one-day workshop on 
stormwater management for municipal of:ficials (using model or­
dinances and BMP manual). 
Several panelists suggested that, based on their favorable im­
pression of the current meeting, addi ti.onal workshops should be 
held, using the new CEPE model ordinance and BMP manual. This 
would encourage c.:::>mmunication between Commission staff and 
municipal off icials and lead to a better understanding of 
stormwater goals and facilities. No opposition to this recommen­
dation was expressed by other panel members. 

Recommendation 8. 2S Encourage developers to educate homeowners 
on the use and benefits of stormwater management techniques 
(e.g., maintenance of existing cover, etc.). 
One panel member offered the opinion that developers (and real­
tors) currently do not adequately promote the benefits provided 
by CMP infiltration requirements. Another panelist agreed that 
although there is no real need for roads that are 36 feet wide 
with sidewalks, this has become the suburban ideal. Another 
panel member noted that the current movement in planning prac­
tices is toward a reduction in "land-consuming, pavement­
generating" types of development. This involves narrowing roads, 
moving homes closer to streets and minimizing driveways. The 
Commission's stormwater managem~nt standards naturally coincide 
with this type of de~elopment and developers should be encourag-

12 



ing homeowners to take advantage of the environmental amenities 
which result (e.g., retained vegetation, open space, wetlands, 
etc.). Discussion of how this recommendation could be imple­
mented did not occur and no consensus was reached. 

Recommenda tion 8.26 Draft and distribute a document on 
stormwater management to homeowners and local officials to em­
phasize the value of water quality. 
Several panel members suggested that the Commission should make 
more of an attempt to convince people of the benefits of eMP 
stormwater management requirements to the environment. The ef­
fects of such activities as cutting down trees, clearing vegeta­
tion and paving driveways on water quality should be explained to 
homeowners through guidance documents. It was the general con­
sensus of the panelists that such documents would be helpful. 

Recommendation 8.27 DEPE and the Commission should develop a 
site design manual, using various sites as examples, to show how 
landscaping, stormwater and other standards can be successfully 
implemented. 
Although not discussed in great detail, it was the general con­
sensus of the panel members that such a manual could be valuable. 

IV. PUBLI C COMMENT 

One member of the public offered general comments on the meeting 
and stressed the importance of maintenance. No SUbstantive recom­
mendations were offered. 
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S tormwater M anagement or s W kh op R ecommen d atlOns 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) Action(2) 

Design Year Storm 8.01 Adopt stormwater standards which prevent CMP 
municipalities from rcquiring 100 year 
storm design for flood control purposes 
(i.e., not allow stricter municipal 
standards). 

8.02 Allow developers to take credit for CMPor 
"exfiltration," i.e., conveyance from Admin. 
the basin to groundwater during storm 
events. 

8.03a Revise CMP standards to require recharge CMP 
for all impervious surfaces up to a 
lO-ycar storm and the use of 2-, 10- and 
lOO-year storms to control rate. 

Kmh Develop a two-part stormwater managemcnt CMP 
strategy: first-flush storms/infiltration 
and larger storm events/detention. 

lW4 Further define and clarify the term CMP 
"impervious surface" (e.g., to include 
gravel parking lots). 

8.05 The Commission and SCS should establish Admin. 
consistent guidelines on the use of TR-55. 

(I) RC'C'OITIm~nd.lk'lfu offered by one DC IDOl&' panel mrm~n ue Ibled .... dher Of'" Ro( lh<-y were dlKUued In deull or wbclhtt Of nOl. thq were .upponcd by 
otht1' .... ndlilL 

(2) Tbfft t)'rn ol CommlaaJon acUon. arc noted: "eM,.. denol" a eMP amendment; "Study'" dcnOid IlIOn: than a boudn'" amounl 0( time lor anal),.I.; and 
-Admln." ~mocC"l acUon ..tthout an .lDaldmmt or .IUdy. 

el) 1M ~tJmalc ol.R~"II.., appro:dmatlon ol.lJI(f or IDonctary ruourca that would be nccdN. &thnalel ace not ,.-aentcd torCMr amendment.. 
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Estimate 
of Resources(31 

Staff(4) $$$(5) 

- -

lwm -DR -

- -

- -

- -

2wm-DR -

• Notes(6) 

o May increase flood hazards 
o An approach that sceks to scrve a varicty of 
objectives (Recommendation 8.03a or 8.03b) 
may result in a better balance 

o Some municipalities would resist 

o Establishing the "amount" to be credited will 
require evaluation 

o Would provide almost equivalent infiltration, 
equivalent groundwatcr quality and flood control 

o Some portion of larger, infrcquent storms 
would not be recharged 

o May increase applicant expenses 
o Is not specific as to how this would be done 

o Implements current practice in part 

o Would assist applicants and prevent improper 
use of guidelines 



S tormwater M anagement W kh ors 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) 

Stormwater: Water 8.06 Study the "net renovating potential" of 
Quality soils to determine whether the CMP 

standard discouraging recharge in 
excessively drained soils should be 
eliminated or revised. 

8.07 Eliminate CMP standard discouraging 
infiltration in deep aquifer recharge areas. 

8.08a Revise CMP stormwater standards to 
clarify that both water quality (non-
degradation standards) and stormwater 
retention requirements (infiltration 
from all impervious surfaces) must be met. 

8.08b Revise CMP stormwater standards to permit 
relief from either water quality or 
retention requirements when necessary, 
based on such factors as soil type and 
land use type. 

1. Limit infiltration requirements to 
relatively clean sources (e.g., 
rooftops) 

2. Require "pre-treatment" of stormwater 
to control/manage stormwater run-off 
from roads and parking lots 
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op R 'd ecommen alIons 
Estimate 

Comm. of Resources(3) , 

Action(2J Staff(4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

Study 12wm - S - o Similar in part to Recommendations 8.08 and 8.12 
o Variations in soil types and horizons may make 

results difficult to apply 

CMP - - o Removes a seldom used standard and, 
when applicable, difficult to implement i 

, 
CMP - - o Removes the mistaken tendency to focus only i 

upon the infiltration aspect of water management, 
o Does not recognize the need for flexibility , 

in applying the standards 

: 
Study! 12wm - S o Study portion similar to Recommendation 8.06 ; -
CMP 2wm-DR o Would result in no infiltration in some cases , 

to protect water quality 
o Implements current practice to some extent 

CMP o May result in a variety of stormwater structures, 
perhaps at more expense 

: 

CMP o May require more land 
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Rec. Recommendations Made by One 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) 

3. Require "pre-treatment" of stormwater 
before it reaches infiltration basins, 
particularly for commercial uses 

4. Develop alternative strategies to deal 
with situations where recharge is not 
possible or where solubles are a 
problem (e.g., use of wet ponding and 
wet basins as well as non-structural 
alternatives like wet meadows) 

8.09 Amend the eMP to require a minimum 
separation of basins from the water table 
that varies by soil type. 

8.lD Prohibit certain vegetative maintenance 
practices (c.g., commercial fertilization 
and herbicide/pesticide services). 

8.11 Undertake hydrologic studies to determine 
the ultimate impacts of headwaters in the 
Pinelands on coastal systems. 

8.12 Study effects of retention and detention 
on water quality. 

(I) R~.tl.otM oI(~ loy _ Of IDOU' p.f>d JfKmkn we: lI.ted .mcthcr Of not ahty .,n 4i..:u~J Or~ oIcllll at .-bern« Of" 1)0( Ihqo ,",en IUpportt'd by 

"""' .......... 
(l) 1bnc rypa 01 ~ ~ art noted; "eMf"" 6rnoca a eMP amt"OdQW'nt; "Stud(' cknot~ mou than I noaUoaIlMJtOUQt Q( tl_ rOl" aoalyoi.: and 

"AdaW\." 6cnot~..aJoa...ttbout WI. MDn"odGKnl. 0.- • .,.".. 

(-C) Slalfrnooror:. an ~In...:rl. ~tb1 (_) (th< lI{'p(o.JlD'~ NPOUIlI ol at.rr tim.. h«>naa('110 eomrktc !.be ..... ) bJ olfkc.. 0C1'1ca art WwJlcalC'd_ 

roa.o-.. r· ~I=!' Sdcncc; DR.. ~ Rcvkw; loud " . F-ublic P'ro~ No mtrla .on: p«K1Itcd lor k.lb.n t MXt 1DOOlh. 

(J) t-IOOCUcJ ft)(fb W'fl \o'cq ~ nliau.la 01 ClOoaU ~tor.l.hll. oomultln, COI)tra.:t Of .fIb !.be blr1o. 01. addhloml tt.If. No ~'k._ 
rJvm I ~ w" up«tc-d IoQ N J,r..lh_ Sl.ooo. 

op R ecommen d atlOns 
Estimate 

Comm. of Resources{31 
Action(2) Sta[[( 4) $$$(5) Notes(~ 

eMP o May require more land 
o Implements and specifies current practice 
of requiring renovation in some cases 

Study/ 3wm-DR o Given wetland standards, such cases would 
eMP be few 

o Creates new habitat 
o May partly address Recommendation 8.20 if erosion 
of wet meadows not an issue 

eMP - - o Determining the "variation" would require 
evaluation 

eMP - - o Will not eliminate individual homeowner use 
o Difficult to enforce 
o Relationship to agricultural practices may 

cause difficulties 

Study - $100,000 
I 

o DEPE may be able to fund some aspects of 
this 

o Differentiating STP from agricultural impacts 
from non-point source development in RGAs may 
be difficult 

Study 12wm - S - o Study component similar to Recommendations 8.06 
and 8.08 

o Would provide answers to a research area 
lacking in analysis 
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Rcc. Recommendations Made by One 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1) 

OtherCMP 8.13 Determine what incentives could be 
Standards provided to developers who use best 

management practices. 

8.14 Establish specific standards on clearing 
to limit the amount that is permitted 
based on the type of development involved. 

8.15 Examine the possibility of adopting 
"dimensional criteria" to improve storm-
water management design and lessen the 
amount of runoff that must be managed. 

8.16 Establish maximum impervious surface 
ratios. 

8.17 Other CMP standards should be examined 
to determine what, if any, impact on 
stormwater management exists. 

8.18 Require a certain percentage of 
landscaping be done with native species 
or low maintenance plants when open 
fields are developed. 

(I) R"onu,,~Oon. oITcn4 .., one or IbOR ,.nd IhCmbc'n Mot Uttfll ..ttclhC'r or not .hotJ "Trot dllCu .. C'd In !SrI" or whether or not Ihq wen: .upponed by 
other p.nri.u.. 

(2) '1lw"ec lypa of C.oauDINSon tc:Uont are noted: -cMP" cknota a eMP amendment;. "Stud( dcnotn IDOC"C than I DOQILnai amount 01 lime foc anaty. .. ; anti 
-Admin.· 4cnota action wllbouI.,. MDmdmmlor 'Iudy .. 

(l) n.. "E..l1E1'M11 01 R~·" oM ~ 0( .. art or ...... ndM}' rnourwt lhal-'4 k ~ I!..Umlla ... hOt pR'K'nted fOC" CMr ammdmtnta. . 
(4) Sl.rt rnourws ..... 1hown In .-oR.mc>nlbt ( ..... ) (Ih. 'rrrodl1l'l( &IOO\Inl 0I.1&(1 111M ~ locomplne Ihc taal) byoll1c.. ()fJlc:a are IndIaIttdu 

loa.:-.: r .1"twwMn~ s· ~ DR -~ Rokw; Wld rr -Public Pro .. __ No mtrla W"c praenlcd for kN than I woR.monlh. 

(~) MonctKJ mtrid arc YnJ pnilrmnaq atAmata of COIU aNOdalcd..ttb. c:ot'Uuhln, COflIn(:I or with the hlrin, of addhJonallWf. No entria arc 
FwaWc:o.u __ c~l.okta.tha.oSl.ooo. 

op R d ecommen atlons 
Estimate 

Comm. of Resources(3) 
Action(2) Staff(4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

Study/ 2wm-P - o Density bonuses may be one possibility if in-
CMP creases in impervious surfaces can be controlled 

o Implications for other uses that use BMP's 

Study/ 2wm-P - o Not clear how this is different from the current 
CMP "minimum clearing necessary" standard 

o If limits are below what is "necessary," 
will preclude, or make more costly, certain 
types of development 

Study/ 2wm-P - o Will remove several municipal community 
CMP character prerogatives 

o Balancing against other public goals may 
I 

be difficult to achieve 
o May be better to provide incentive to do, e.g., 
see Recommendation 8.13 

Study/ 2wm-DR - o May conflict with municipal parking 
CMP requirements and preclude some development 

if very strict 

Study/ lwm-DR - o Methodology on which to base analysis does 
CMP lwm-P not exist; review by a technical committee 

may represent best approach 

CMP - - o Costs of landscaping may be high 
o Likely to be resistance from developers and 

property owners 
o Native species may be harder to establish 
in such circumstances 

o Uncertain as to the regional benefits 
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Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members( 1 ) Action(2) 

Maintenance/ 8.19 Determine the frequency of infiltration Study 
Enforcement system failure, the reasons for 

failure and the nature of the 
problems caused by failure. 

8.20 Develop consistency between eMP and SCS eMP 
stormwater management guidelines; resolve 
conflict between eMP standard of no 
disturbance in wetlands and SCS desire to 
allow minimal wetland disturbance as a 
means of preventing erosion. 

8.21 The Commission should require developers eMP 
to submit stormwater maintenance plans which 
would be enforced through maintenance 
bonding. 

8.22 Require the use of multiple infiltration eMP 
devices to minimize problems caused by 
the failure of anyone device. 

8.23 Enter into a cooperative agreement with SCS Admin. 
whereby SCS is given the power to enforce 
eMP clearing standards. 

Education 8.24 Hold an annual one-day workshop on storm- Admin. 
water management for municipal officials 
(using DEPE model ordinances and BMP 
manual). 

(I) Reconsm~nd.ltkon. dIned by ODe or mon pand m~mbc-n are Ii.t«l..-hcthcr 1)( not thq· .. :ere ditcUllcd In dclaU Of 'Whether or not lh~ were 'urP'>f1cd by 
DlhC'f panCliltL 

(2) lbl"H f)'J>n ol C.onualaakln actlont are noItd: -eMf"'" denol" a eMF amcndnw:nt; -Study" dcnolC1l Ulon: than. nominal ,mount 01 dme for .nary-I.; and 
-Admin.- denote. act.1on without an amendment OC' .IUdy. 

(~) St.rr rno\lrt"n an' .ho...-n In M'V\. I'I)llf'lth. (.-nI) (the arrctll.lma'C' am('un! ot,l.rr lime nccc-nary 10 cornpklc the , .. k) by olflcc. omcel arc Indlc.lled u 
tollowa: P . MJlnnln~ S· Scknoe; DR· DcwtopllKnl RC''Vkw; Ind rr· Publk Proaram5. No cnlrtc. arc prUf'hled tOf kN than I wort month. 

(5) MOflrl&I)' mtrln an: ... ery pmlmlnlry tllhnaldl of COIU •• lOdaled -.ith. oonlultlna eontr~a IX with the hlrin& of additional ataR. No mark. arc 

,;vm II COIU are cxp«:lt'd to be- ku lban St,ooo. 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 

Staff(4} $$$(5} . 
4wm-DR -

- -

- -

- -

- -

- -

Notes(6) 
. 

o Data may not be sufficient to draw conclusions 
o Relationship to maintenance may be diffieult to 
establish 

o Results of Recommendation 8.19 may have an 
impact on this recommendation 

o May result in discharge directly to a wetland 
in certain, infrequent cases 

o Recommendation 8.08, #4 may represent an 
alternative approach 

o Bonds would be in place permanently to ensure 
maintenance 

o Added cost to development 
o Municipalities or counties would assume 

responsibility 

o May increase development costs 
o May increase maintenance costs 
o More expertise may be required 

o Legal authority needs to be explored 

o Relates to other proposals for workshops 



S lormwalcr M anagement W k I or SlOp R ecommen d allons 
Estimate 

Rec. Reeommendalions Made by One Camm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Mcmbcrs(1) AClion(2) Slane 4) 

8.25 Encourage developers to educate homeowners Admin. -
on the usc and benefits of stormwater 
management techniques (e.g., maintenance 
of existing cover, etc.). 

8.26 Draft and distribute a document on Admin. 2wm - PP 
stormwater management to homeowners and 
local officials to emphasize the value 
of water quality. 

8.27 The Commission and DEPE should develop a Admin. 
site design manual, using various sites as 
examples, to show how landscaping, 
stormwater and other standards can be 
successfully implemented. 

(I) Recommcndalion~ oUered hy une or more panel members arc lis led whether or "Hllhey were lJi!>CU~5Cd in dclitil or whether or nOllhey were: supported by 

other panelists. 

(2) Three: Iype.\ of COnlmi\~jnn lu:lion~ arc nole .. 1: ·C'Mr~ dc:nolcs a CMP amendment; ·Studt dcnnlc~ more Ihan a nominal amount or time fOl analysis; and 
• Admin: denoles action wilhou.' an alllcnJlIlcnt Of slmJy. 

(3) The "Eslimate: of Resourcc.\" is an approximation of staff Of munclary resources Ihal would be nceded. Estimates are nol presented (ur CMP amendments. 

(4) Slarr rC:'iourcc!O. arc ~hnwn in Will k fU(H\lh~ (Will) (III': nppw:..imate Amuunt or starr lime m·n'!O..~ary In compklc the IA~k) hy oHicc. OUkes are indicated as 
roIlO\ .. '1: P . Plltnning; S . Sdcnyc; DH - Development Review; and Jlr - Put-die Programs. Nt) entries alc presented ror less than I work month. 

(5) Monclary enlries are vcry preliminary c.~timatC!i of ruslS associated with a consulting wnlracl or wilh the hiring or additional stalL No entries are 
tivcn jf ooSiS arc expected 10 be less than Sl,(m. 

(6) NOles rcprnenl staU comments whit.h may he relevant to Ihe C(lnlllli~sion's evaluation of the rccoUllllcndalinfls. 

-

$$$(5) 

-

-

$40,000 

Notes(6) 

o How this might be accomplished effectively 
is unclear 

o Also see Recommendation 7.06 that suggests 
a similar document 

o Would provide examples beyond the lengthy BMP 
guidelines currently available 



APPENDIX A 

"Pinelands Stormwater Management" Meeting 

Name of Participant 

Martin Bierbaum* 

Susan Bowman 

Thomas Cahil1** 

Paul Evans 

Michael Kaminsky*** 

Michael Ingram 

Brian McClendon 

Samuel Race 

Robert Romano 

Robert Schopp 

William Harrison 

Larry Liggett 

Kathleen Swigon 

Robert Zampella 

List of Participants 

June 30, 1992 

Affiliation 

Environmental Regulation 
N.J. DEPE 

Burlington County 
Soil Conservation District 

Cahill Associates 

Environmental Regulation 
N.J. DEPE 

N.J. Department of Transportation 

Atlantic County Engineer 

Environmental Regulation 
N.J. DEPE 

State Soil Conservation Committee 
Department of Agriculture 

Applicant Representative 
Ernst, Ernst and Lissenden 

U.S. Geological Survey 

Pinelands Commission, Assistant Director 
Development Review 

Pinelands Commission 
Workshop Coordinator 

Pinelands Commission, Development Review 

Pinelands Commission, Science Office 

* Panelist was invited but was unable to attend meeting. 
** Panelist attended with Wes Horner who also participated. 
*** Panelist attended in place of Andras Fekete, N.J. Dep't of 

Transportation. 



APPENDIX B 

Stormwater Management in the Pinelands 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

June 30, 1992 

1. What environmenta.l concerns do you believe should be ad­
dressed by Pinelands stormwater policies? Por example, 
should on-site recharge and the containment of pollutants be 
considered as important factors? 

2. Are Pinelands stormwater standards effective in maintaining 
natural resource values or limiting significant negative im­
pacts of development? If not, what impacts need to be ad­
dressed? 

3. What engineering or other concerns do you believe should be 
addressed"by Pinelands stormwater policies? " . 

4. What are the advantages and disadvantages of promoting 
detention measures over infiltration measures? 

s. What are the advantages and disadvantages of promoting 
regional over on-site management options? 

6. How well do you be~ieve the Commission's current stormwater 
management program addresses the concerns identified above? 
Is there a need for additional standards and/or changes in 
the current standards? . 

7. Are there additional strengths of the Commission'S current 
stormwater management program? How would you suggest these 
strengths be reinforced? 

8. Are there other weaknesses of the Commission's current 
stormwater management standards? How would you suggest 
::hese weaknesses be addressed? What would be the impact on 
Pinelands resources? 

9. Is the Pinelands Plan's design storm (50 year, 24 hour) ap­
propriate in terms of hydrologic and water quality concerns? 
Should the Commission consider different or additional 
design storms or addi tional methodolog ies for est ima t ing 
runoff? If changes are warranted, what would be their im­
~.l.ications? 

1 



10. Are there other design al terna ti ves that I if implemented 
within the context of the current Pinelands stormwater 
management program, would afford a greater level of protec­
tion to Pinelands surface and ground waters? What specific 
alternatives would you suggest the Commission consider? 

11. Should specific design and performance standards be added to 
the . Commission I s stormwater management standards ( i. e. , 
maintenance requirements, minimum separation of infiltrative 
structure and water table, etc.)? 

12. Are there other design alternatives which could be utilized 
to better accommodate or facilitate development in those 
areas targeted by the Commission for growth? What specific 
alternatives would you suggest the Commission consider? 
What would be the impact of such alternatives on the hydrol­
ogy and quality of Pinelands surface and ground waters? 

13. Are there special issues dealing with maintenance and 
failure of stormwater management facilities that deserve ad­
ditional consideration? What specific maintenance proce­
dures should be imposed on stormwater facilities? Who should 
be responsible for such maintenance? 

• 
14. Are you aware of stormwater management programs utilized by 

other regional or state regulatory agencies which might war­
rant consideration by the Commission?· What specific stan­
dards or programs would you suggest and how might these be 
made applicable to the Pinelands? 

15. To what extent are Pinelands stormwater management standards 
cnnsistent with those of other state and federal programs? 
Are there specific requirements which can be modified to be 
mere consistent? . If so, what would be the impact on 
Pinelands resources? Should the Commission recommend that 
other programs modify their requirements to be consistent 
with those in the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan? 

16. Are the Commission's current standards discouraging recharge 
in excessively drained soils and in areas with great depths 
to water table appropriate? 

17. Is additional research or analysis needed before any of the 
recommendations previously discussed are considered further? 
If so, what should be the focus of such research or 
analysis? 

2 



effective and efficient? If not, what specific changes 
would you recommend? To what extent do these protect the 
rights of affected parties? 

17. Commission staff recommendations on other permit matters 
(e.g. waivers of strict compliance) may be referred to the 
Office of Administrative Law for a hearing before a final 
decision is reached. Are these arrangements effective and 
efficient? If not, what specific changes would you recom­
mend? To what extent do these protect the rights of af-

. fected parties? 

Coordinated Permitting 

18. Are there certain types of state permits which are well or 
poorly coordinated with Pinelands permits? Are there 
specific steps which might be taken to improve coordination? 

Miscellaneous 

19. To what extent has the Commission's applicant liaison office 
improved the accuracy and speed with which inquiries about 
the· permitting process or specific applications are handled? 

. What, if any; changes would you suggest to improve this of­
fice? 

20. Are there any other facets of 
process which could be improved? 

the Pinelands 
For example: 

o communication/contact with applicants? 

o explanatory information? 

o others? 

If so, what specific suggestions would you offer? 

permitting 

21. Are you aware of permitting procedures utilized by other 
regulatory agencies which might warrant consideration by the 
Commission? What specific procedures would you suggest and 
how might these be made applicable to the Commission? 

22. To what extent are the previously discussed recommendations 
to improve the Pinelands permitting process feasible to ac­
complish? Does the Commission have the capability to imple­
ment them or would their implementation require action on 
the part of others? 

3 



23. To what extent, if any, do the recommendations to improve 
the Pinelands permitting process affect the implementation 
of Pinelands land use and environmental policies? If nega­
tive effects will occur, what steps can be taken to minimize 
any unintended effects? 

24. Is additional analysis needed before any of the recommenda­
tions previously discussed are considered further? If so, 
what should be the focus of the analysis? 

4 



APPENDIX C 

Background Information 

for 

Stormwater Management Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Excerpt from the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan -
Sections 7:50-6.81 through 6.84 (Water Quality). 

2. Precipitation and Runoff Patterns in Atlantic County, New 
Jersey: 1945-1986, New Jersey Pinelands Corrunission, June 
1987. 

3. Tables entitled "Comparative Pollutant Removal of Urban BMP 
Designs," Comparative Stormwater Benefits Provided by Urban 
BMP's," Environmental and Corrununity Amenities Provided by 
EMP's," and "Other Corrunon Restrictions on EMP's" from Con­
trolling Urban Runoff: A Practical Manual for Planning-and 
Designing Urban EMP's, Department of Environmental Programs, 
Metropolitan Washington Council of Governments, July 1987. 



APPENDIX D 

Public Comments Received Prior to Technical Panel Meeting 



New Jersey Expressway Authoritr.1~ 
. I' 

~~~~~~~==~~~====~~~ 
"FARLEY SERVICE PLAZA" 

P.O. BOX 351 - HAMMONTON, NJ 08037 

PHONE 609-965-6060 • 609-348-3174 • FAX #609-965-7315 

VINceNT L LEONETTI 
EXEClITlVE DIRECTOR 

April 28, 1992 

Mr. Terrence Moore, Executive Director 
THE PINELANDS COMMISSION 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 

COM~ISSIONERS 

WILLIAM L. DALTON 
CHAIRMAN 

CHARLES E. PESSAGNO 
VICE CHAIRMAN 

RITA HOFFMAN LEWIS 
TREASURER 

OR. KENNETH HARRISO,'< 
SECRETARY 

CHRIS C. SEHER 
COMMISSIONER 

THOMAS M. DOWNS 
NJ.D 0 T 

REF: Additional topics for Pinelands Commission Review detailed in 
memo of April 29, 1992 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The New Jersey Expressway Authority is in the process of being 
assimilated into the Sout.h Jersey Transportation Authority. In addition, 
our limited staff cannot at this time, respond in detail to your request 
referred above. However, we offer the following for consideration by 
your office: 

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT: The streams in South Jersey provide for a 
SUbstantial portion of the recharge into ground water aquifers. During 
periods of high flows, the aquifers are recharged substantially and 
during periods of low flow, these aquifers near the surface maintain or 
contribute to stream flow. 

Reports prepared by U.S.G.S. and N.J.D.E.P. and its predecessors document 
the relationship between stream flows and recharged aquifers. 

Consideration should be given to modifying the retention facilities 
policy and thereby permitting a greater volume of runoff to the streams. 
The basins lose a great deal of water to trans-evaporation process and 
thereby by reducing the surface area and permitting more discharge to the 
stream, the rate and volume of recharge is increased. 

It is unfortunate that we do not have the staff and funds available to 
study this suggestion further. However, the study should result in 
increasing the rate and volume of groundwater recharge. 

. Stroka, P. E. , 
~ Chief Engineer 

JGS:mai 
cc: V. Leonetti 



Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioller 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Municipal Wastewater Assistance 
CN029 

. Trenton, NJ 08615-0029 
T e1. " fn)- 292-8961 
Fax. " fn)-633-8165 Nicholas G. BInder, P.E. P.P. 

M E M 0 RAN DUM 

Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director 
Pinelands Commission 

AdministraJor 

JUN 04 1992 

, h 1 ,~ \CJ~~... dIn" N~c 0 as G. B~n~r:~ P.P., A ~n~strator 
Municipal Wastewater Assistance 

Additional Topic for Pinelands Commission Review 

We were pleased to learn of the addition of the sixth topic for the 
Pinelands Commission Review. It is requested that the effects of 
wastewater management decisions (e.g., construction of or addition to 
regional treatment facilities which bypass local streams in favor of 
ocean discharge or interbasin transfer prior to discharge) be 
considered under the water supply policy component, as such decisions 
have a similar effect to direct water supply diversion. With regard 
to the stormwater management components, some ideas you may wish to 
consider incorporating in design standards for Pinelands development 
include 1) use of porous pavement for driveways 2) avoiding curbing 
and sidewalks in favor of grassed waterways 3) directing raingutters 
to on-site drywells. The merits of these suggestions would have to be 
technically evaluated in the workshop phase. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the Pinelands 
Commission Review process. If we can be of further assistance during 
the technical workshop discussion or subsequent phases, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at (609) 292-8961 or Barbara Hirst, Section 
Chief, Technical Services Section at (609) 633-1170. 

BH:rrd 

"'C''''' Jcrsey Is.n l'.qu.l1 0rronunlcy Emrl~'cr 

Rcc;'C'lcu "_pc r 



William J. Chary 
Executive Dinctor 

New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • m.st Trenton • New Jersey 08628 

May 12, 1992 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 

Attn: Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director 

(609) 771-0099 
FAX (609) 771-1729 

Re: Water Quality Management Topic for Pinelands 
Commission Review 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
would like' to supplement our prior comments regarding the 
second review of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
Plan by addressing the recently added sixth topic, water 
quality management. 

1. This Association supports an amendment to NJAC 7:50-
6.84(a)5 which would standardize stormwater 
management requirements throughout the State of New 
Jersey, specifically those being utilized by the 
NJDEPE, county Soil Conservation Districts, and 
muniCipal ordinances. Currently, projects within 
the Pinelands Area must comply with the discharge 
standard for runoff volume and rate from the 50-
year, 24-hour storm, while often simultaneously 
being required to show compliance with different 
discharge standards of local, county or State 
agencies. Not only is this process redundant, but 
the design of a stormwater management system is made 
more difficult by the need to comply with the 
diverse standards of the various regulatory agencies 
involved. 

It should be noted that this industry is currently 
subject to 7:50-6.66(a)7, which requires that 
surface runoff be maintained onsite in a matter that 
provides for onsite recharge to groundwater; 
consequently this amendment does not directly impact 
the resource extraction industry. 



Page 2 - May 12, 1992 
Terrence D. Moore 

2. Regarding the usage of additional water quality 
parameters as indicators of overall water quality, 
this Association questions the documented need for 
additional indicators. Given that new development 
has been required to demonstrate compliance with 
existing CMP water quality standards, what evidence 
has emerged since 1980 that regulated development 
has produced an adverse impact on overall water 
quality or contravenec the existing standard? If no 
such evidence has been documented, the need for 
additional standards seems unwarranted. 

The use of additional water quality parameters would 
also require the use of additional dilution models 
in order to demonstrate compliance. The need for 
additional parameters must be evaluated in light of 
existing models, their application to the additional 
parameters, and their application given the unique 
hydrological characteristics of the Pinelands. The 
use of additional parameters, and models to evaluate 
these parameters, should be balanced by the clear 
documented need for additional indLcat~s of water 
quality. 

This Association would also recommend that the 
Commission assume a more active stance in resolving 
the discrepancies of NJDEPE-mandated water quality 
standards which may not be representative of the 
Pinelands Area. For example, the (relatively) high 
range of pH values required by NJPDES permits is not 
reflective of the natural low pH waters of the 
Pinelands. This has resulted in problems for 
members of this industry who operate within the 
Pinelands Area. It is requested that any future 
water quality parameters used for regulatory 
purposes in the Pinelands Area be consistent with 
the usage of those parameters by other State 
agencies; or alternatively, that the Commission 
become more active in working with the NJDEPE 
(and/or USEPA) to promulgate water quality standards 
within the Pinelands Area which are indicative of 
the unique hydrological characteristics of the 
region. 
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Terrence D. Moore 

If you should have any questions regarding the 
information c9ntained herein, please do not hesitate to 
call. 

Sincerely, 

@#e1lc 
William J. Cleary, CAE 
Executive Director 



rrtt" COpy 
668 PLAINSBORO ROAD, BUILDING 200. SUITE 2C, PLAINSBORO. NJ 08536 (609) 275-8888 FAX (609) 275-4411 

June 10, 1992 

Mr. Terrence D. Moore 
Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Usbon, NJ 08064 

Re: CMP Review, Water Resources Management 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The NJBA is filing the enclosed comments on the Water Resources topic, a 
sixth topic added to the initial five topics. Our comments are directed to the 
Stormwater Management area. The NJBA was assisted in the preparation of these 
comments by Hugh Dougherty, P.E. of Pennoni Associates. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these important issues. We 
believe that changes in Pinelands policies are warranted. We must be able to 
provide New Jersey citizens with housing in developments which are both 
environmentally sensitive and affordable to most of the residents of the Pinelands 
region. 

~in1~rely, 

\~~---
\ Robert H. Karen-

President 

cc: Hugh Dougherty, P.E. 
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POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 

A. GENERAL 

The Pineland Commission's current regulations regarding 
stormwater management have run contrary to local and State 
(NJDEPE and N.J.S.C.S.) technology for both stormwater 
management and water quality. A consistent stormwater 
management policy for all review agencies would provide the 
most effective means of calculating, controlling and 
monitoring stormwater management/water quality (SWMjWQ) 
systems. 

B. -ADDITIONAL RESEARCH 

The NJDEPE, formerly the NJDEP, Division of Water Resources 
and Division of Coastal Resources, independently produced two 
publications (see list below) and promulgated the New Jersey 
Stormwater regulations to assist Planners and Designers in the 
preparation of SWM/WQ systems. These publications and 
regulations provide a comprehensive study of stormwater 
management techniques and approaches. The Pinelands 
Commission shOUld, at a minimum, incorporate these references 
into the Comprehensive Management Plan or review them prior to 
undertaking any new studies. . 

The Commission should also review the existing policies in the 
State of Maryland which exhibits similar topographic and 
geologic features to the Pinelands. The Pinelands Commission 
should review the following publications: 

1. A Guide to Stormwater Management Practices in New Jersey, 
Division of Water Resources, Department of Environmental 
Protection, Trenton, New Jersey, March 1986. 

2. Stormwater Management in the New Jersey Coastal Zone, A 
report prepared for Division of Coastal Resources, New 
Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Trenton, 
New Jersey by Cahill Associates, Environmental 
Consultants, West Chester, Pennsylvania, April 1989. 

3. Controlling Urban Runoff: A practical Manual for Planning 
and Designing Urban BMP's, Department of Environmental 
Programs, Metropolitan Washington council of Governments, 
July 1987. 

4. Minimum Water Quality Objectives and Planning Guidelines 
for Infiltration Practices, Maryland Department of 
National Resources, water Resources Admin., Sediment and 
stormwater Division, Annapolis, MD 21401, April 1986. 

PENNONI ASSOCIATES '':,IC. 
515 GROVE STREET 
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In addition to an investigative analysis of the references and 
existing data to date, the following questions need to be 
studied relative to the existing policies of the Commission: 

1. Do the current infiltration basins, which are capable of 
storing the 50 year storm, substantially add to the 
quantity and quality of ground water recharge, or would a 
lesser storm event (namely the 1 or 2 year storm which 
represents 70-95% of total pollutants washoff and 70-90% 
of the total annual runoff) provide similar water 
quality/quantity benefits? (See Reference 2). CUrrent 
studies show that capturing only the first inch of 
rainfall during every rainfall represents a significant 

. portion of the total annual rainfall.' By contrast, sizing 
a basin to retain the 50 year storm is excessive. The 50 
year storm represents an extreme rainfall event which only 
has a 2% chance of occurring in any year. 

2. Has the current requirement for storage of the 50 year 
storm provided measurable results? In order to answer 
this question, we recommend placing monitoring wells in 
and outside existing basins. Past experience shows that 
retention basins often fail without proper maintenance. 

3. What is the failure rate of "infiltration" basins; why do 
they fail and what steps, if any,. can be taken to maintain 
the basins? Further, what is the effect of a "failed" 
basin on the hydrology of the downstream areas? To answer 
this question hydrologic stUdies of watershed areas should 
be undertaken to verify/predict the effectiveness of the 
current policy. 

4. Should the Pinelands consider regional stormwater 
management systems which encompass l~rge.watershed areas? 
Overall watershed management has been studied by the 
S.C.S. in several areas throughout the State. The 
Pinelands Commission should address this method of 
controlling storm runoff. 

The following policies can be adopted immediately: 

1. Provide infiltration storage for 1" runoff and meter flow 
through a conventional basin to achieve a predeveloped 2-
10 year flow rate. This policy would accomplish the same 
task as the current policy with a more effective and 
efficient use of resources. Basins would be more readily 
maintainable and less likely to fail. 

2. If the 50 year infiltration basin policy remains in place, 
the commission can provide a low flow "emergency 
drain/cleanout" to facilitate easy maintenance. Regulate 
the use of the "cleanout" by' a condi ti'Jn of approval. 
Better maintenance of the basins will ensure their proper 
function. 

PENNON I ASSOCIATES I~JC. 
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3. The Commission can perform periodic testing of 
existing/approved stormwater management facilities to 
ensure their proper function. The Commission should 
develop a data base which can be drawn upon to make future 
changes to the policy. 

C. OTHER APPROACHES 

The Pinelands Commission must reach an accord with the S.C.S. 
and NJDEPE regarding the following issues: 

1. water Quality: The previous publications by the NJDEPE and 
the soon to be implemented NPOES permits for stormwater 
discharges (the proposed process will allow for General 
Permits to be issued by NJDEPE provided the applicant has 
complied with the S.C.S.) must be coordinated for a single 
uniform rainfall event for a water quality storm 

2. Stormwater Management: A single uniform rainfall event for 
stormwater management should be adopted by all agencies 
throughout the state. 
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Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

State of New Jersey 
Department of EmironmentaI Protection and Energy 

Division of Science and Research 
New Jersey Geological Survey 

CN-029 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Tel. 11609-292-1185 
Fax. #609-633-1004 

XBXORANDOH 

June 3, 1992 

TO: Terrence Moore, Executive Director 

YaCK: Haig F. Kasabach. State Ge010gist~ 
SUBJECT: Topics for Pinelands commission Review 

Haig F. Kasabach 
Stale Geologist 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Water Resources 
Management in the Pinelands. Michael Serfes and Emmanuel Charles 
from the Bureau of Ground Water Resources Evaluation have reviewed 
your April 20 request and I have enclosed their comments. The New 
Jersey Geological Survey would be happy to participate in future 
workshops. 

enclosures 

cc: Robert Tucker 
Leslie McGeorge 
Gail Carter 
Robert Canace 
Michael Serfes 
Emmanuel Charles 
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mE STATE GEOLOGIST 

JUN 0 j t992 

Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Division of Science and Research 
New Jersey Geological Survey 

CN-029 
Trenton, NJ 08925 

Tel. # 609-292-1185 
Fax. #609-633-1004 

M E M 0 RAN DUM 

June 2. 1992 

TO: Haig Kasabach, State Geo'logist 

THROUGH: Gail~er, Acting Bureau Chief ~71_~ 
Robert Canace, Acting S~ction Chief~vr-

"A • ./' 

FROM: Manny Charles, Principal Geologist 
~) Mike Serfes, Supervising Geologist 

Haig F. Kasabach 
State Geologist 

SUBJECT: Response to Pinelands Commission request for approaches 
in dealing with Water Resource Management issues 

We are pleased to respond to the Pinelands 
(Attachment 1) for possible approaches to 
management issues in the Pinelands. 

Issue 1: Stormwater Management 

Commission's request 
three water resource 

The Pinelands Commission should be as precise as possible in 
defining their objectives for a change in the stormwater manage­
ment policy. These objectives could be be defined in part by 
citing a specific case or specific g9~ls of the Commission. The 
relative level of priority of stormwater mana~ement affects; 
namely ground-water recharge, streamflow changes, ground-water 
quali ty, and surface-water quality should be reassessed by the 
Commission before any changes in policy. Any change in storm-. 
water management policy should be based on some level of a sound 
technical basis. 

1/3 
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From the brief description given in the Commission's request 
letter, it appears that the efficacy of the 50-year/24-hour 
retention requirement is being questioned. Results of both the 
study done by Nicholson and Zampella (1987, Precipitation and 
runoff patterns in Atlantic County, New Jersey, 1945-1986,' New 
Jersey Pinelands Commission, Lisbon, NJ 23 p.) and the draft NJGS 
ground-water recharge methodology suggest that designing for such 
large storm events to enhance ground-water recharge may be inef­
ficient. However, a change in the stormwater policy would re­
quire a more focused technical study. An appropriate study 
could use existing data and techniques from both of the works 
cited above. 

Issue 2. Water supply policy for the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer 

Any new water supply policy should be technically defensible. The 
six million dollar cost of the proposed study has been raised as 
a limiting factor for establishing a technical basis for a water 
supply policy. It seems reasonable that a lower cost technical 
basis may be possible by extending the results of "shallow aquif­
er studies" such as the Mullica River and Maurice River basin 
studies. In extending the results of such shallow aquifer stud­
ies to other parts of the Coastal Plain, care should be taken to 
account for regional differences in climate (precipitation, 
evaporation) and water use. 

3. Water quality parameters: ammonia, phosphorous, pH 

The background concentration distributions of ammonia, phosphorus 
and pH in the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer systeD", underlying the 
Pine Barrens, can be evaluated wi th existing data. Once the 
distributions are established they can be used to determine 
appropriate ground-water qual i ty standards and assess poll u t ion 
impacts. This approach can also be used for other parameters of 
concern. 

Selecting "master parameters" appropriate for assessing anthropo­
genic impacts on water quality depends on the natural background 
chemistry and the chemistry of the discharges of concern. These 
parameters are usually selected on the basis of ubiquitous land­
use activities that impact ,i'Tater quality. If septics and agri­
cultural activities are of concern then the three parameters 
above, along with nitrite plus nitrate, will be indicative. In 
addi tion, chloride may be a useful parameter for assess ing the 
impact of septics on ground water. 
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By developing a geographically accurate water quality database 
most of the items in question 3 can be answered. The next step 
would be to establish criteria to identify the source (from exam­
ple; septic versus agricultural) of the pollution. Location 
specific water-quality standards can be established as the volume 
of data in the database increases. 

In summary, the "workshop" of technical experts held by the 
Commission should focus on; 1) prioTity issues within each of the 
above issues, 2) the amount of money and resources available to 
develop a technical basis for each of the issues. 

It would be quite risky and perhaps ultimately more costly to 
implement changes in any of the above water resources management 
issues without sound technical basis. We suggest that the Com­
mission determine the highest cost that could be invested in the 
technical basis of each of the issues. 

c: Jeff Hoffman 

3/3 
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FILE COpy 
Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance 120-348 Whitesbog Road' 8rowns Mills. NJ 08015 • (609) 893-4747 

Mr. Terrence Moore 
The Pinelands commission 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

June ~9, 1992 

In response to your letter of April 20, 
1992, the Plan Review Committee of the Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance has the following 
suggestions to make to the expert panel on 
stormwater Management. 

stormwater has become a more significant 
pollution source since the original standards for 
point and non-point source discharges were 
written into the Plan. These standards, however, 
are concerned only with the quantity of non-point 
discharge. We urge the panel to address the 
quality of the stormwater. The management of 
polluted runoff should be managed differently 
from non-polluted. This is particularly 
important as people in new developments over 
fertilize their lawns in their often failed 
efforts to have Cherry Hill type lawns in the 
Pinelands. 

DEPE has a "working draft" of a new manual 
on stormwater management. The panel is urged to 
examine this document for incorporating its "Best 
Management Practices" into the CMP. BMP may not 
be rigorous enough for the CMP. There must be 
standards. 

The maintenance of existing and future 
stormwater basins is a must for this panel. 
Eventually, most basins will fail. How the eMP 
can manage the failure of such basins is complex 
and costly, which is no reason not to address the 
problem. 

Pnnted on recycled paper using soy-based inks, 



In examining both the design and maintenance 
of stormwater basins, the panel should determine 
if different standards should be set for the 
unique soils of the Pinelands. 

DEPE's efforts to manage the pollution 
portion of stormwater management is directed 
almost exclusively to the elimination of the 
pollution at the source. The CMP attempts to 
control source pollution through its Vegetation 
Standards (6.20-6.24). These standards are 
probably violated more than any other standard of 
the Plan. We urge the panel to examine this 
standard to see if it is still appropriate and 
reasonable and to examine ways to enforce its 
provisions. The PPA is deeply concerned about 
the amount of unnecessary clearing and excessive 
lawns and plantings reqUiring excessive use of 
fertilizers that occurs during construction of 
developments. How can this be contained and 
regulated? 

The PPA recommends that the panel attempt to 
define some research priorities. Can existing 
successful and failed basin~ be evaluated to 
determine what works? Should some sort of long 
range monitoring system be devised for basins? 

Sincerely I 

A 
Don Kirchhoffer 
Coordinator 
Plan Review Committee 
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State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Site Remediation Program 
eN 028 

Trenton. NJ 08625-0028 
Tel. # 609-292-1250 

Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

Fax. # 609-633-2360 Lance R. Miller 

Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

JUN 1 7 1992 

Subject: Response to Your Memorandum of April 20 Regarding 
Stormwater Management 

Dear Executive Director Moore: 

Assistant Commissioner 

The purpose of this letter is to respond to your memorandum of April 20 
regarding stormwater management. In your letter, you sought input to 
determine if changes are warranted to better protect water quality, maintain 
hydrologic balances and reflect current technologies. This letter responds 
to your request as it applies to sites within the Site Remediation Program 
(SRP). In addition, this letter will describe the SRP ' s response to the 
November 16. 1990 Federal Register (40CFR Parts 122, 123, and 124) 
requirement that certain solid and hazardous waste facilities obtain permits 
for stormwater discharges. 

The prevention of contaminant migration through all, environmental media, 
including stormwater, is central to final remedy selection. For example, 
landfill caps are used to isolate stormwater from contaminated materials. 
If the stormwater discharge presents an immediate risk to human health or 
the environment, NJDEPE has the option of performing an interim remedial 
measure (IRM) prior to final remedial action. For example, an IRM was 
performed at the GEMS Landfill in Gloucester Township, Camden County to 
provide surface water and stormwater control. Contaminated stormwaters had 
been flooding a residential area. NJDEPE responded with an IRM which 
consisted of soil berms, piping and regrading. This IRM considerably 
reduced the potential that residents would be exposed to hazardous 
substances. This combination of IRMs and final remedial actions "reflects 
current technologies" referenced in your memorandum. 
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In regard to the runoff and recharge requirements, SRP understands the need 
to maintain hydrologic balance and ground .water levels. However, SRP finds 
the requirement that "run-off generated by development activities be 
retained on site and recharged" may conflict with other environmental 
goals/laws. For example, the construction of a retention/infiltration basin 
may not be possible due to the presence of wetlands or significant 
habitats. Therefore, SRP requests that on-site recharge not be a 
requirement, but a discretionary goal. 

General Stormwater Permit 

The November 16, 1990 Federal Register (40 CFR Parts 122. 123 and 124) 
requires that certain solid and hazardous waste facilities obtain permits 
for stormwater discharges. Either individual or general permits are 
available. SRP intends to obtain a general permit in the near future for 
hazardous waste sites where we are the lead agency. The permit approval 
will be subject to the usual public hearing process. 

The general permit will authorize stormwater discharges whenever the state 
acts or arranges for the remediation of hazardous substances pursuant to 
N. J. S .A. 58: 10-23.11£, from sites where a hazardous substance discharge has 
occurred. The effluent limitations governing the stormwater discharge would 
not be based on pollutant concentrations. Instead. NJDEPE shall assure that 
there shall be no contac·t between stormwater and contaminated materials upon 
completion of the remedial action. 

Site remediation projects in which responsible parties have agreed to 
undertake the cleanup themselves will not be included in the general 
permit. Responsible parties may be required to obtain site specific 
permits. These permits have substantial monitoring and reporting 
requirements. SRP' s stormwater management strategy is in conformance with 
NJ Department of Agriculture's Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 
Certification Program. 

Your memorandum also requested that our response address the topic of 
"additional research". "policies and regulations" and "other approaches". 
The following text responds to those topics on a bullet by bullet basis. 
For your convenience. the questions posed in your memorandum are reprinted 
in upper case. 

ADDITIONAL RESEARCH 

WHAT QUESTIONS NEED TO BE STUDIED BEFORE THE COMMISSION DECIDES WHETHER TO 
CHANGE EXISTING POLICIES/REGULATIONS OR ADOPT NEW ONES? 

The feasibility of IRMs for stormwater control. 
for IRMs on a site specific basis is already a 
remediation process. However, stormwater 
practical at most sites until the final remedy is 
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The benefit/cost of a site specific permit containing numerical 
standards and monitoring requirements. It is SRP's position that 
numerical standards and monitoring requirements for stormwater would 
consume resources out of proportion to the benefit that the data would 
provide. The magnitude of stormwater discharge problem is already 
assessed through the Remedial Investigation (RI) process. The site 
team may elect to sample stormwater if it is considered a problem. 
Visual site inspections and sampling of other environmental media 
provide further assessment of a potential stormwater problem. These 
evaluations are used to consider whether an IRM is warranted. 

WHAT STEPS MIGHT BE TAKEN TO GET THESE QUESTIONS ANSWERED: 

Discussed above. 

POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 

WHAT SPECIFIC POLICIES/REGULATIONS CAN BE ADOPTED BY THE COMMISSION WITHOUT 
THE NEED FOR FURTHER STUDY? 

The Commission can adopt the pending general stormwater permit language 
for publicly funded sites. 

WHAT WOULD EACH OF THESE POLICIES/REGULATIONS ACCOMPLISH? 

The general permit would relieve NJDE:PE of the substantial monitoring 
and reporting requirements of s'ite specific permits. NJDEPE finds a 
greater benefit in expending its limited resources on developing and 
implementing final site cleanups. 

HOW DOES EACH OF THESE RELATE TO THE GOALS OF THE PINELANDS PROTECTION ACT 
AND THE FEDERAL PINELANDS LEGISLATION? 

SRP's use of the general permit will allow resources to be expended on 
site cleanups instead of the substantial administrative requirements of 
site specific permits. That will result in faster site cleanups, 
consistent with Pineland's goals. 

WHAT IS THE FACTUAL BASIS (E.G.) DATA, COMPLETED RESEARCH FOR EACH OF THESE 
POLICIES/REGULATIONS? 

Previous experience with field sampling events, procurement of 
analytical services, data validation and report generation indicates 
that a site specific monitoring program would cost tens of thousands of 
dollars annually per site. Multiplying the cost of an individual site 
by the number of sites in New Jersey would result in a multi-million 
dollar program. Currently, stormwater problems are evaluated through 
Remedial Investigations and controlled through the Soil Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan compliance mentioned earlier. . The incremental 
benefit of the additional monitoring data cannot be justified when 
compared with the cost of obtaining the data. 
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OTHER APPROACHES 

NJDEPE has no comment on this portion of your memorandum. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the review of the Pinelands 
Comprehensive Management Plan. If the Pinelands Commission staff has any 
questions on this letter, please refer them to Edward Putnam of the SRP 
staff. 

Sincerely, 

Assistant Commissioner 
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Public Comments Received After Technical Panel Meeting 
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Mayor Q!.ountl1 .of .Atlantir . 
JOHN J. PERCY, III, CTA, CMFO 

PHONE: 965-3500 

Deputy Mayor 
CHARLES PRITCHARD 

PHONE: 625-9212 

Township Ccmmittee Members 
LORRAINE GRANESE 

PHONE: 625-0807 

FRANK GRIECO, SA. 
PHONE: 625-0524 

BRUCE STRIGH 
PHONE: 62!>0060 

July 2, 1992 

21 C!tantill.on iI.ou1tuarr., iRo.om 104 
.:!Ilaus fJatWing. Ntw 3JUStU Oa330 

The Pinelands Commission 
Mr. Terrence Moore, Exec:uti ve D.j.racta,~ 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Re: Pinelands Master Plan Review 

Dear Terry, 

Township Clerk 
JOAN I. ANDERSON, RMC 

PHONE: 625-1511 

Township Administrator 
RAYMOND A. TOWNSEND 

PHONE: 625-4762 

Township Solicitor 
ROBERT SANDMAN, ESQ. 

PHONE: 344-5161 

Township Engineers 
JOHN A. WALKER 

JAMES N. HOLMES 

I have enclosed an original and several copies of a report written 
by our Municipal Engineer, James Holmes, in reference to municipal 
road projects within the Pinelands. 

Please accept this as additional input for your review process. 

If the Commission, you or your staff, have any specific questions, 
please feel free to contact Mr. Holmes (609-399-1927) or 'myself. 

Sincerely, 

.~. (),~ 
. Ra~ownsend 

Township Administrator 

RATmal 
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PREPARED BY 
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PROPOSED PINELANDS CMP REVISIONS 

I INTRODUCTION 

The Township of Hamilton was one of the first munici­

palities in the Pinelands National Reserve to begin the Pine­

lands Certification process of the Township Developmental 

Ordinance. After Certification the. Township has developed 

a history of full cooperation with the Pinelands Commission 

in implementation and enforcement of the Pine lands Comprehen­

sive Management Plan. 

As an example of close cooperation, Township Planning 

Officials have met on a monthly basis with applicants and 

developers for the past ten years. These meetings, in many 

instances, are held with applicants prior to a formal applica­

tion being submitted to the Pinelands Commission or the 

Township Planning Board. In addition to Township Planning 

Officials, for a number of years a representative of the Pine­

lands Commission staff has also attended the meetings. 

This cooperative effort has resulted in reduced 

development review costs for applicants. As two review agencies 

are involved, a clear understanding of requirements on the 

part of the applicant in certain matters of concern to both 

the Pinelands Commission and the Township, and a shortened 

length of the review process for applicants has resulted. 

In the design of storm water management systems, a 

critical element is the depth to seasonal high groundwater. 

The Township Engineer's Office and the Pinelands staff have 

shared Lhi s responsi.bi U ty of witnessing borings to veri fy 
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this data, based on work load and availibility of the Pine lands 

Commission staff. 

The Township Engineer's Office has also cooperated 

closely with the Cape-Atlantic Soil Conservation District during 

the ·construction of development projects, to insure soil erosion 

measures are followed. The Townsh~p Engineer has given stand­

ing orders to his Inspection staff to notify him, or the Cape­

Atlantic Soil Conservation District, in the event soil erosion 

procedures are not followed. In essence,this procedure also 

aids in the Pinelands Certification process, as the Soil Erosion 

and Sedimentation Plans are an important element of the Pine lands 

review and approval. 

Through the Pljnning Board Planner's Office, strict 

compliance with the Pinelands approved landscaping plan is 

required prior to the issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy 

by the Township Construction Code Official. Approval and sign 

off is also required by the Township Engineer for the Storm 

Water Management Plan, and any other aspects of the Pinelands 

approved and certified plans. 

The Planning and Zoning Office, through the diligent 

work of the Planning Board Administrator, also has a history 

of compliance with, and enforcement of, all aspects of the 

Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan. 

The above examples demonstrate the Township of Hamilton 

has a history of cooperation with, and above all, enforcement 

of the goals of the Pinelands Commission. 
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The Pinelands Commissjon j.s presently reviewing the 

Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP), and soliciting recommen­

dations from the public, government officials, and organizations 

during the review process. The Township, based on its excellent 

history of cooperation and enforcement of Pinelands goals and 

aims, respectfully submlts these recommendations for consideration 

by the Pinelands Commission. 

Of the six topics chosen by the Commission for review of 

the CMP, this report will primarily focus on the following topics 

as they relate to and impact upon reconstruction and maintenance 

of Township Roads. 

1) Growth Demands and Policies 

2) Economic Impacts 

3) Storm Water Management 

Although this report is based on Hamilton Township's 

experience, other Pinelands area municipal engineers have indi­

cated concurrence with the opinions formulated herein. 

II GROWTH DEMANDS & POLICIES 

Due to the Pine lands mandated growth within the Township, 

the populatjon has rapidly expanded within the past ten years. 

Thjs growth has placed an economjc burden on the Township jn 

the form of expanded services and new facilities. The Township 

presently maintains over 400 miles of improved m~nicipal roads. 

In the context of this report, "improved" means gravel, bitum­

inous surface treatment, or asphalt roads. 



-10-

IV STORM WATER MANAGEMENT 

The present CM? standards, as related to new develop-

ment, are deemed as necessary. The Township has implemented 

these standards in all new Township construction and road 

projects with full acceptance and compliance. 

The CM? standards for storm water management as related 

to local road programs is inflexible, and as pre~iously stated, 

in some cases may not be necessary. Storm water re-charge 

naturally takes place along the roadway edge, in adjacent wooded 

are as, lawns and similar 

road. 

areas within a minimal distance from the 

It is therefore recommended the CM? be revised as follows: 

'I. No storm water retention be required for 

road projects meeting the following criteria: 

a. It can be demonstrated the average width 

of road will not be increased based 

on the total length of road to be re-const­

ructed. 

b. Cartway widths are minimally increased to 

to meet traffic safety standards, and 

safeguard life, health, property and 

promote the public welfare. 

Standards to be applied are contained in 

Table V-8 of AASHTO - Geometric Design of 

Highways and Streets - 1990 Edition, as 

shown on next page. 
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AASJITO-C('()/I/('tric f)(',\igll (Jf fh.I.!.//I\·ul's (/Ild Streets 

Current 
Design ADT 

Width 1111 tor Design Volume 

Current 
ADT DHV 

Speed LeIS 
Currenl 

ADT 
250·400 

Over 
400 

DHV· 
100·200 

DHV 
200·41)0 

400 and 
(mphl than 250 

20 
30 
40 
50 
60 

All 

SpOIeos 

Width 01 Traveled Way 

18 20 20 20 22 
18 20 20 20 22 
20 20 22 22 22 
20 20 22 22 24 
20 22 22 22 24 

Width at Graded Shoulder (Each Side) 

2 2 4 6 8 

Table V-S. Minimum width of traveled way and 
graded shoulder. 

Verification of traffic counts must be 

Over 

24 
24 
24 
24 
24 

8 

submitted to the Commission as part of the 

approva'l process. 

c. The increase in storm water runoff for the 

pavement widening does not exceed 1.5 c.f/L,F. 

for each side of the road using the present 

CMP requirement for a 50 YEAR STORM, and 

the TR-55 method. This calculation is to 

be based on the roadway improvement (cartway 

shoulder areas and side slopes, if required) 

and should not include clearing for construc-

tion of swales or retention areas. 

d. The increase in storm water runoff does not 

enter an existing storm water collection 

system and directly discharge into wetlands, 
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streams or natural water bodies. 

e. In projects where the existing road 

traverses wetlands areas, and it is obvious 

there is no alternative without expending 

needed funds for alternate route studies 

or construction, a statement from the 

Township Engineer should suffice to fulfill 

this eMP requirement as part of the application 

process. 

In the event road widening is proposed in 

wetlands areas and the widening meets the 

criteria in "b" above, wetlands must be field 

located. Unless proven to be totally imprac-

tical by the Township Engineer, limited storm 

water retention can be mandated in wetland 

areas. This retention should be limited to 

containment of the difference between pre and 

post runoff of the "first flush" type storm 

(i.e. - 2 year storm event), using the basic 

TR-SS criteria. These retention areas may be 

located within 200 feet of the point where the 

wetlands intersect or is adjacent to the road­

way, or if practical, along the roadway shoulder 

in the wetland area depending on soil conditions. 
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f. Projects meeting the above criteria should be 

reviewed in an accelerated manner by the 

Pinelands Commission staff, and be approved 

administratively by the Executive Director. 

V CONCLUSION 

No. public notice should be required. In the 

event the staff finds the criteria is not met, 

a full application to the Pine lands Commission 

will be required. 

The major points contained in this report can be summar­

ized as follows: 

1. Pinelands mandated growth policies have resulted in 

increased population in Hamilton Township. This 

growth has resulted in an increased impact on the 

existing roadway infrastructure system. 

2. In spite of yearly Township funding of $500,000.00 

for the road program, and $100~000.00 from the 

N.J.D.O.T. in the form of municipal aid, the main­

tenance of the existing roadway system has not kept 

up with the need, due to increased traffic on the 

roads. 

3. The Pinelands storm water management criteria has 

resulted in 25% to 30% of roadway improvement fund­

ing being expended for compliance with the CMF 

standards. This percentage proves the CMP has 
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had a definite economic impact on the municipality. 

4. Revisions of the eMP in the form of revised storm 

water management standards is imperative in order 

for the Township to maintain and upgrade the present 

road system to modern traffic safety standards. In 

essence, every dollar funded for roadway improve­

ments should primarily be expended for this purpose. 



APPENDIX F 

Soil Suitability I I I 

I I i 

I I 
Series SYmbol P!trmiabllity SHWT &1WT c:s: Rechar,.e Wet Pond -- Name <0.2"/hr. <12" 18",48" meQll00Qml SUltaOlllitv I SUltaoility _. _._, 

Adelohla Ad. Ae 10 • 15 :) I 2 
_ .. ~5~elohla·Urban AL :) 2 

Alluvial Ao · 5 • 20 4 1 _ .. _--
Atslon Ac. At Au. Av. Aw · 0-5 4 1 --
Aura Am. Ar. Av. Ax 5 . 10 1 4 -- Aura·Downer At. Av 2 " Berryland BF. Bo. BS. Bt Bu o . 5 4 1 

Clay Pits Ca 
Coastal·Urban OJ 

Collington Cn.Co 10 . 15 1 4 

Collington·Urban rn 
Colts Neck Cl 5 • 10 :) 2 

Downer On. 00. 00. Or. Os. Dt Ox 0- 5 2 4 

Downer-Urban OJ 
Elkton En . · 10 15 .. I , 

Evesboro Ev. Ew. Ev 0 5 2 -4 

Evesboro-Urban eN 
Fallslnqton Fa. Fb. Fc. Fd 5 • 10 4 1 

Fill Land FL.FM a . 5 :) 2 
Fort Mott Fr o . 5 2 " Freehold Fn. Fr. Fs 5 - 10 1 4 

Freehold-Urban FU 
Frloo Ft 2 -4 

Hammonton Ha. Hb. Hc. Hm. Hn o - 5 :) 2 
Hammonton-U rban HL 

Holmdel 1+1 5 - 10 4 1 
Holmdel-Urban HU 

Hooksan Hw 2 4 
Hooksan- Variant Hx 4 1 

HumaQUeot5 HV 2 4 
Kevport Ke 10 15 :) 2 

Keyport-Urban i'G 
Klel KI. Km. Kn. Ko · 0 5 :) 2 

Klel-Urban ~ 
Kresson Kr. Kv · 15-20 :) 2 

LaKehurst La. Lh. Lt. Lm. Ln. La. Ls a 5 :) 2 
Lakanurst-Lakewood Lb 0 5 3 2 

Lakeland Lc. Ld. Le · 0 5 :) 2 
Lakewood Le. U. Lq. Lh. Lt Lu. Lv. Lw. Lv 0 5 2 4 

Leon Lo. Ls 0 5 2 4 
Maoeland Me · 3 2 

Manahawkin Me 3 2 
Marlton Mb. MI 15- 20 :) 2 

Matawan Mm. Mn. Ml · · 5 -' 10 :) 2 
Muck MJ 15 - 20 4 , 

Mullica Mr, Mu -4 1 
Pasouotank Pa 0 5 4 1 
Pemberton Pe · S- 10 3 2 

Phalanx Ph 0-5 2 4 
Pits Pm, PT 4 -4 

Pits. Sand. and Gravel Pt · 4 3 
Pits. Clay. and Marl Pu 4 4 

Pocomoke Po. PII. Ps. Ha. Hb. Wm 10 15 -4 1 
Psamments PN.PO. PW 2 -4 
Sl Jol1ns Sa.Sc . 0 5 4 , 

Sandy AllUVial Land Sv 4 1 
Sandy Land Se o - 5 2 -4 
Sassafras Sa. Sb, Sf. Sq, SI 5 - 10 1 4 

- Shrewsberry Sh, Sn 10 • 15 4 1 
ullaouents. Sui!iheml!t SS 2 -4 

Tidal MarSh TO. TM. TS .. 
Tinton Tn, To 5 - 10 1 -4 

Tinton-Urban TU · 
Udorthents UA 3 2 

Udorthents-Urban lD 
Urban Sanov Uq. UL UP 
Weeksville Wd a 5 .. 1 

West Phalla Wa. Wf, Wh 0 5 2 4 
West Phalla-Nixon[on Wr 3 2 

Woodmansle We, Wo 0 5 3 2 
Woodstown We. Wn, Wo 5 ' 10 3 2 

Woodstown .. Dra9ston Ws 3 2 
WOOdstown .. Kim Wt 3 2 

Q Cahill Associates - 124 

Table 22. Soil Series Suitability for BMP Application within ACD 



water Supply Policy in the Pinelands 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on 
July 1, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for this 
meeting, a series of questions to be explored (Appendix B), back­
ground information (~ppendix C identifies the sources) and public 
comments received prior to the meeting (Appendix D) were provided 
to each participant. 

Mr. Moore served as workshop coordinator and panelists were asked 
to freely express their opinions as individual experts and not as 
representatives of an agency or organization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion.points and 
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
A taped recording of the entire seven hour (7) session is avail­
able for review at the Commission's offices. Since different 
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to 
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion 
points and recommendations. 

Recommendations are described throughout the text in bold and are 
numbered sequentially. For ease of reference, a table has also 
been prepared which identifies each recommendation presented by 
one or more panel members. The table also includes staff es­
timates of the resources needed to carry out the recommendation 
and other information which the Commission may wish to consider 
when deciding which recommendations should be pursued. 

III. KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The panel spent a great deal of time discussing the current 
status of many water supply planning and project initiatives. 
Possibly the single most important point raised throughout the 
meeting was the benefit of better coordination among those public 
agencies and private entities which have a stake in water supply 
planning. Virtually all of the panel members expressed apprecia­
tion to the Commission for hosting this type of meeting and 
recommended a number of steps which mi)'ht foster bettel com­
munication and coordination in the future. 
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A. state water Supply Policy 

The panel discussed the current status of the Department of En­
vironmental Protection and Energy (DEPE) "critical area" program, 
the state's water supply master plan and other ongoing planning 
and research initiatives. 

Recommendation 9.01 support legislation to authorize DEPE to 
implement critical area water supply measures. 
Discussion of the critical area program highlighted the problem 
DEPE faces 'in effectively managing the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy 
(PRM) aquifer in the Camden metropolitan area. This area was 
proposed as critical Area #2 after extensive studies were com­
pleted. Such a designation would have required that use of the 
PRM be curtailed in favor of al ternati ve water supplies, 
primarily a regional water supply and distribution system which 
draws from the Delaware River. However, a court ruling found its 
legislative authorities to be lackin~ and has prevented DEPE from 
requiring that use of the PRM be curtailed. As a result, the 
aquifer continues to be stressed and the regional system has been 
scaled down by the New Jersey American water Company because of 
reduced demand for the alternative water' source. Without a 
regional system in place to accommodate future demands, the 
Kirkwood-cohansey aquifer becomes the most likely water supply 
source because other formations (Englishtown, Mt Laurel, Wenonah) 
are nearing capacity. 

The panel also discussed the status of the Atlantic County and 
Cape May County water supply studies. Although no significant 
short-term problems are anticipated in Atlantic County, problems 
in Cape May County may be acute because of salt water intrusion. 
One panelist indicated that all of Cape May City's wells may go 
saline by the turn of the century and that upgradient wells in 
other parts of Cape May County and Atlantic County may be exacer­
bating the movement of this salt line. Alternative water supply 

. sources currently being discussed include desalination, 
Kirkwood-Cohansey wells and conjunctive use of surface and ground 
water supplies. At this time, DEPE is apparently uncertain 
whether these types of solutions will be adequate. 

This discussion led one panelist to recommend that the Commission 
support legislation to clearly authorize DEPE to implement water 
supply and management measures when "critical areas" are found to 
exist. The panel was advised that DEPE is in the process of 
drafting legislation which would authorize it to replicate the 
type of process which was successfully used in Critical Area #1 
but which had been overturned by a court ruling fo~ Critical Area 
#2. There appeared to be consensus among the panelists in sup­
port of this recommendation. 
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Recommendation 9.02 The Commission should work with DEPE to en­
sure that water supply planning and wastewater planning are coor­
dinated. 
One panelist stated that, because of concerns for interbasin and 
subbasin transfer of Pinelands waters, water supply planning 
should be done in concert with wastewater planning. One panelist 
mentioned the Commission's Mullica River Basin study as an ex­
ample and indicated that comprehensive water supply planning by 
the Camden County Municipal Utili ties Authority has not 
progressed as quickly as wastewater planning. 

Another panel member concurred and stated that DEPE has a similar 
interest which will be reflected in the state's water supply 
master plan. There was general support among the panel for this 
recommendation, although specifics as to how this might be ac­
complished were not discussed. 

Recommendation 9.03 Coordinate water supply research projects 
among the Commission, DEPE clnd the United states Geological Sur­
vey (USGS) by holding periodic meetings. 
During the panel's discussion of current research proj ects, 
several DEPE initiatives relative to estuary, base flow and wet­
lands studies were discussed. DEPE creates technical committees 
for these types of studies and it was mentioned that Pinelands 
Commission participation may be appropriate. Other Commission 
and USGS research initiatives, as well as the proposed Kirkwood­
Cohansey study, were discussed. 

The panel also discussed additional research needs. A number of 
panelists acknowledged the complexity of hydrological and 
ecological studies and the added difficulties researchers face 
when attempting to deal with the ecological impacts caused by 
changes· in hydrology. 

One panel member then recommended that periodic meetings be held 
so that work scopes, status and conclusions from ongoing research 
projects may be exchanged among the Commission, DEPE and USGS. 
Such a forum might enable study designs to be improved, increase 
the transferability of data and conclusions among researchers, 
and result in specific research questions ref lected in the 
Kirkwood-Cohansey study proposal to be incorporated into other 
research initiatives. 

Another panelist volunteered that the water Resources Institute 
based in Cook College might be able to serve as the coordinating 
body for this effort. 

The panel fully supported this recommendation. 
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Recommendation 9.04 Encourage DEPE to· identify "preferred" al­
ternatives in the state water supply m.aster plan. 
One panelist reported that the state water supply master plan is 
progressing toward completion. The state is being classified 
into twenty-three planning areas on the basis of hydrological 
considerations and estimates of recharge and depletive water uses 
will be included. A range of water supply alternatives will be 
discussed but no specific alternatives will be selected. 

One. panelist recommended that the state's water supply plan 
should present preferred alternatives based upon an assessment of 
environmental, institutional and financial implications. Several 
other panel members supported this recommendation. 

Recommendation 9.05 The Commission should encourage DEPE to 
reflect the cooperative DEPE/commission water supply policy in 
the state water supply master plan. 
One panel member recommended that the existing water supply 
policy for the PinE~lands be articulated in the state water supply 
plan. If the general policy is identified in the plan, it can 
serve as a framework for water resource management in specific 
planning areas and make all parties aware of the need to exhaust 
alternatives before use of the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer is con­
sidered. 

While there was little detailed discussion of this recommenda­
tion, no one opposed it. 

B. Conservation 

Recommendation 9.06 Encourage DEPE to adopt a statewide water 
conservation policy. 
One panelist suggested that the state should have a specific 
policy on water conservation, similar to that which exists for 
recycling. It was mentioned by another panelist that the unique 
qualities of the Pinelands might necessitate a policy that is 
more restrictive than the state's. In response to this comment, 
the panelist who offered this recommendation noted that a 
statewide policy should allow the Commission and localities to 
adopt more stringent policies, if they are warranted. 

During the discussion, it was mentioned that specific conserva­
tion goals and practices might vary from place to place. For ex­
ample, conservation within a relatively closed system (e. g. , 
treated wastewater that is returned to the same stream which 
provides the supply) would have a different orientation than a 
situation which involves depletive us~s. 

One panelist added that the Commission should be an advocate for 
a state policy, but recommended that it be tailored to the unique 
demands of each community. 
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Recommendation 9.07 Require municipal land development or­
dinances to incorporate water conservation requirements. 
One panel member suggested that modest savings in water use may 
be attained by requiring conservation measures in local subdivi­
sion and site plan ordinances. Such measures might include low 
maintenance landscaping, limiting or regulating the types of lawn 
sprinklers, . and requiring the installation of low water irriga­
tion systems for golf courses. 

One panel member stated that this recommendation should not be 
implemented until additional information has been collected on 
the costs and values of these measures. It was also suggested 
that these need to be "sold" to the public. 

Another panelist expressed support for the recommendation but ad­
vised that a determination of economic hardships associated with 
these measures be conducted with great thoughtfulness and care. 

Recommendation 9.08a Require water purveyors and municipalities 
that will be serviced to address water conservation when water 
supply system developments are proposed. 
This recommendation would require both purveyors and local 
governments to address water conservation when water supply ap­
plications are submitted to the Commission. Purveyors would be 
required to discuss "supply side" conservation measures such as 
plans for metering, leak protection and repairs, and facility 
maintenance. One panelist noted that these measures are sound 
business investments and purveyors already provide this type of 
information to DEPE. 

Local governments which will be served by the project would be 
required to address "demand side" conservation measures. Al­
though specific requirements would not have to be imposed, 
municipalities would be required to at least consider the issue. 

In summarizing, the panelist offering the recommendation indi­
cated that the purpose would be to stimUlate serious thought 
about water conservation, that it could be implemented so as to 
avoid unnecessary duplication of DEPE requirements, and that it 
could be applied to areas outside the Pinelands if they are to be 
served by a well located within the Pinelands. 

This recommendation was generally supported by the panel. 

Recommendation 9.0ab Revise the short-term water supply policy 
to require that conservation measures be addressed by purveyors 
and municipalities that will be serviced. 
This recommendation differs from Recommendation 9.08a in that it 
expands the geographic area of the requirement but does not in­
stitute it through formal regulatory policies. 
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This recommendation would be applicable to projects proposing 
water supply wells located outside the Pinelands Area but within 
the areas of concern specified in the Pinelands short-term water 
supply policy. 

There was little discussion of this specific alternative. 

Recommendation 9.09 Become more active in educating the public 
on the benefits of water conservation. 
As an outgrowth of the discussion on Recommendation 9.07, one 
panelist reaffirmed the need to focus on the public's perceptions 
and attitudes about water consumption. It was suggested that the 
Commission should become more active in educating the public 
about the need to conserve water and the steps citizens can take. 

Two panelists also pointed out that such an effort could be tar­
geted to the unique characteristics of each community. For ex­
ample, communities with large seasonal populations need to ad­
dress conservation in ways different from those with fairly 
stable, year-round populations. 

Panelists appeared to support the general idea of an expanded 
educational effort. However, questions were raised as to whether 
this might be better coordinated through a statewide committee 
which could be better equipped to deal with a variety of dif­
ferent conservation and education strategies. 

Recommendation 9.10 Reaffirm comprehensive Management Plan· (CMP) 
requirements to treat water from hazardous water remediation 
processes to CMP water quality standards and to recharge it. 
Because of the significant amounts of water treated in many 
remediations of hazardous waste sites, one panel member recom­
mended that the eMF reaffirm its water recharge requirements for 
this use. 

Although recharge is a site specific issue and feasibility and 
design analyses should be done for each site, the recommendation 
was prompted by a concern by two panelists that the Environmental 
Protection Agency's approach often seems to overlook the benefits 
of recharge. 

Concern was also expressed that the Environmental Protection 
Agency does not feel obligated to follow "narrative" water 
quality standards, such as the non-degradation policy in the 
Pinelands. One panelist expressed the opinion that treated water 
which is recharged through deep well injection needs to be held 
to higher water quality standards than potable water. 

There appeared to be a general consensus among the panelists in 
support of this recommendation. 
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Recommendation 9.11 Reaffirm CMP requirements to recharge treated 
wastewater. 
As an outgrowth of the discussion about remediation of hazardous 
waste sites, it was recommended that the Commission also reaffirm 
the CMP's general requirement that treated wastewater from domes­
tic and other sources be recharged as well. 

There appeared to be general consensus among the panelists in 
support of this recommendation. 

C. Pinelands Commission/DEPE Short-Term Water Supply Policy 

Recommendation 9.12 More aggressively coordinate water supply 
policies with affected parties. 
As mentioned earlier, many panelists felt that meetings such as 
this were crucial in coordinating water supply policies. One 
panelist, who was unaware of any special water supply policies 
for the Pinelands prior to this workshop, recommended that the 
Commission assume an active role in informing local governments 
about its policies. Other panelists pointed out that periodic 
meetings will not only keep local officials better informed, they 
should lead to an exchange of ideas and better planning. 

Although periodic meetings seemed to be the preferred approach of 
the panel, there was some discussion of other techniques - such 
as mailings and informal networking - which might warrant con­
sideration. 

Recommendation 9.13 Revise the short-term water supply policy to 
identify what specific water supply alternatives should be con­
sidered. 
The existing short-term water supply policy identifies several 
alternative water supplies which were available at the time of 
its drafting. Since its inception, other alternatives (e.g., 
desalination) have emerged and some of the alternatives previ­
ously identified may not be as feasible as originally thought. 
As a result, a recommendation was made to update the policy docu­
ment to more particularly describe alternatives to the Kirkwood­
Cohansey. When doing so, several panelists suggested that DEPE 
be consulted and that alternatives which apply to specific areas 
be identified as such. 

The panel appeared to support this proposal overall. 

Recommendation 9.14 Revise the short-term water supply policy to 
reference well siting criteria if the Kirkwood-Cohansey is to be 
used. 
During the discussion of the draft well siting guidelines for the 
Pinelands, it was stated that municipalities and other water pur­
veyors do not routinely consider the types of recommendations in­
cluded in the well siting guidelines. Consequently I it was 
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recommended that the Pinelands well 
referenced in the Pinelands water supply 
Kirkwood-Cohansey is to be considered as 
planning for such use can take the well 
account. 

siting guidelines be 
policy so that, if the 
a water supply source, 
siting guidelines into 

There appeared to be general support among the panel for this 
recommendation. 

Recommendation 9.1S Revise the well siting guidelines to specify 
approval and disapproval criteria. 
Several panelists recommended that the well siting guidelines 
could be improved by identifying criteria that must be met in 
order for a site to be approved. It was also suggested that con­
ditions which would prevent approval also be identified. 

Examples of possible approval criteria included proposed use 
(e.g., domestic well, hazardous site remediation), well depth 
(deep wells are preferred because they do not impact surficial 
aquifers), and degree of well confinement (confined wells are 
preferred) . Examples of disapproval criteria may include loca­
tion (e.g., next to streams that discharge to public lands or the 
Preservation Area), resource value of land, and the number of ad­
jacent wells in the proposed area. 

The panel appeared to be generally supportive of this recommenda­
tion. One panel member strongly supported it because it would 
resul t in cost savings to purveyors by taking some of the 
guesswork out of getting approvals on proposed wells. 

Another panelist recommended that the guidelines be presented in 
a narrative format to as great an extent as possible. The 
guidelines should state the purpose behind the requirements to 
increase applicant understanding and compliance with them. In 
response to this suggestion, one panelist stated that a full nar­
rative format must be used with care to avoid over­
generalizations. 

Also discussed was the utility of mathematical modeling during 
the pre-test application phase. Four panel members discouraged 
reliance on modeling because siting factors are often site 
specific, such as the location of clay lenses. Therefore, they 
argued, siting should be tied to detailed local knowledge of the 
area rather than to the use of a model. In response to these 
comments, another panelist stated that the models are still a 
useful tool as long as their limitations are understood. 

There appeared to be general support among ~he panel for ihis 
recommendation. 
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Recommendation 9.16 Incorporate commission well siting 
guidelines into DEPE guidelines. 
One panelist offered this recommendation as a way to minimize 
regulatory duplication and to achieve consistency between the ex­
isting well siting guidelines of DEPE and the Commission. This 
recommendation may require both guidelines to be modified, as ap­
propriate, to conform with each other. 

The recommendation was supported by the panel. 

Recommendation 9.17 Revise the short-term water supply policy to 
require that water supply proposals consider regional service 
needs. 
This recommendation was offered as a means to encourage 
municipalities to coordinate water supply planning so that 
specific proposals are consistent with sound, areawide ap­
proaches. These types of approaches may include, for example, 
one central supply source to service several municipalities 
rather than individual wells in each municipality. The Mullica 
River Basin planning undertaken by the Commission was cited as an 
example where a preferred location for water supply wells was 
identified which would serve three municipalities in Camden 
County. 

One panel member supported this recommendation by stating that 
the regional perspective on costs are often ignored by local 
policymakers. Furthermore, regional wells can be more readily 
sited on the basis of environmental criteria, rather than 
primarily on proximity to a locality. 

There appeared to be general support for this recommendation 
among the panelists. 

IV. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

One member of the public expressed concern that protection of the 
Pinelands is being chipped away by pressures to accommodate bur­
geoning population. This person reminded the panel that the pur­
pose of the Pinelands legislation is to protect ecological sys­
tems, and therefore, our attitudes toward managing growth need to 
change to reflect this purpose. 

A second individual stated that the primary way to conserve water 
resources is to limit development. This person also expressed 
concern that DEPE lacks a comprehensive water policy despite the 
fact that groundwater levels are dropping throughout much of 
South Jersey. 

9 



w ater S upply o ICY I P r W kh or s op R d ecommen atlOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff( 4) 

State Water Supply 9.01 Support legislation to authorize DEPE Admin. -
Policy to implement critical area water supply 

measures. 

9.02 Work with DEPE to ensure that water Admin. 2wm/yr-P 
supply planning and wastewater planning 
are coordinated. 

9.03 Coordinate water supply research projects Admin. -
among Commission, DEPE and USGS by 
holding periodic meetings. 

9.04 Encourage DEPE to identify ·preferred" Admin. -
alternatives in the state water supply 
master plan. 

9.05 Encourage DEPE to reflect the cooperative Admin. -
DEPE/Commission water supply policy in 
the state water supply master plan. 

Conservation 9.06 Encourage DEPE to adopt a statewide Admin. -
water conservation policy. 

(I) Recommendations offered by one or more panel members are listed whether or nOllhey were discussed In detail or whether or not they were: supporled by 
olher panc:lists. 

(2) Three l)"JlC1 of CClmmh.dnn actilln1 arc Rilled: aCMp· dCOl.lcs. CMP amendment; ·Study- dcnOIC!\ more Ih"n • nomlnalamnunt lIf lime (or .nafy.r;i5~ and 
-Admin: denote!. .cllon without.n .mem.hnenl or Ilud)'. 

(3) The -E.5timalc of Resourccs- is an approximation of Sid! or monelary re.\ourccs Ihat would be needed. EslimalC5 arc nol presented for eMP amendments. 

(-4) Slarr H'!'.OUI l'C! are ~hn\Nn in wnrle. nUUllh~ (Will) (Ihe al1luu.x.imale "mnunl or !llaU lime ne4..'c!'.!'.ary In <:.tllnillcic Ihe la'\k) by oUke, OUices .rc Indicated u 
fulloYo"!: P • rlannin,; S - Sdcncci DR . OC' ... cllI(uncnl Review; and PP . Public Progum~. No cnlriell arc prclIenled for leu Ihan 1 work month. 

(5) Monelary enlries arc ... ery prdiminary cstimales of costs associated with iI consulting conUac;1 or wilh the hiring or additional slarr. No enlries arc 
liven ir costs are expected 10 be less Ihan SI,()(Xl 

(6) Noles rque5cnt SlaU Ctlnlments whit-II may he: rc::levant 10 the Commission's cvalualion or Ihe recommendations. 

$$$(5) 

-

-

-

-

-

-

Notes(6) 

o Provides framework for comprehensive solutions to 
critical water supply problems 

o DEPE could direct more use of the Kirkwood-Cohansey 
under certain conditions 

o DEPE is already moving in this direction 
o Difficult to do, absent a more regionalized perspective in 

terms of water supply service 

o Water Resources Institute might be asked to serve 
as coordinating body 

o Commission involvement in other studies will be 
promoted 

o Should not be viewed as a substitute for Commission 
participation in technical study committees 

o In some cases, coordination with other government 
agencies and private utilities may be productive 

o Environmental policies may be better reflected 
o May focus attention on other than the most expedient 

alternatives 

o Increases awareness of the policy 

o Provides a statewide policy framework 



w ater S upply o ICY I P r W kh or s op R d ecommen at IOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) Staff(4\ 

9.07 Require municipal land development Study/ 2wm-P 
ordinances to incorporate water CMP 
conservation requirements. 

9.08a Require purveyors and municipalities that CMP -
will be serviced to address water conservation 
when water supply system developments 
are proposed. 

9.08b Revise short-term water supply policy Admin. -
to require that conservation measures be 
addressed by purveyors and municipalities 
that will be serviced. 

(1) Rccummcndalit\n .. IlrtCfCiJ hy nile or more p;'Iud mcmhcu tHe listed whether or mlllhcy were tli~c.;u~~cd in dClililor whether or nOllhcy were 5uPIlorlccJ hy 

other I"lnciiHs. 

(2) Three types of Commi.~~i(Jn action!. arc noled: ·(,Mp· denotes a CMP amendment; ·Study" denotes more than a nominal amount of lime (or anal)'5is; and 
.. Admin: dcnolo aclion without an amcnJmcnl or stul!y. 

(3) The "Estimate or Rc.. .. nurccs·':10 nn apprm.illlation of !IoiaH ur monetary re;,;(}urcc~ Ihlll wnuhJ he nccded. E."ljlllalc~ arc nollHcscnlcd for eMP amendments. 

(4) Siaff resources arc ~hown in work months (wm) (Ihe apprOXill1ale amount of staff lime necessary 10 compicte Ihe lask) by u((icc. QUias arc indicated as 
rollo\ll5; P - Plannin,; S . Science; DR . DC'o'c1opmenl Rcvicw; and PP - Public Programs. No entries arc prc:senled for lc.5s than 1 work monlh. 

(5) Monetary enlrie.. .. arc vcry preliminary e,qiOlalc~ or cos Is as;,;ociatcd wilh. consulting cHnlracl or with Ihe hiring of additional stalf. No cnttics arc 
!h'cn If cos'S arc expected 10 b<: Ins than SI,IXIO. 

(6) Noles represent stalf comment.<; which may hc rclcvantlo the Commission'i cvalualion of Ihe recomlTlendations. 

$$$(5) 

-

-

-

Notes(6) 
--I 

o Specific standards will need to be developed 
o Consultation with DEPE would be helpful 
o Costs and benefits of standards may not be clear 
o Orientation to new development may result in limited 

benefits 
o Standards may prove to be controversial and 

difficult for the Commission to enforce 

o Stops short of requiring specific conservation 
measures 

o Should prompt more thought about conservation, although 
few affirmative steps may be taken 

o Can be coordinated with DEPE to avoid duplication 
relative to "supply" side requirements 

o Private utilities may have difficulty getting 
cooperation from municipalities, particularly if 
they aren't locatcd in the Pinelands 

o Stops short of requiring specific conservation 
measures 

o Should prompt more thought about conservation, 
although few affirmative steps may be taken 

o Can be co~)[dinated with DEPE to avoid duplication 
relative to "supply" side requirements 

o Private utilities may have difficulty getting 
cooperation from municipalities, particularly if 
they aren't located in the Pinelands 



w ater s UPPIY o ICY or s I P r W k h op R ecommen d atlOns 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(l) Action(2) 

9.09 Become more active in educating the Admin. 
public on the benefits of water 
conservation. 

9.10 Reaffirm CMP requirements to treat CMP 
water from hazardous waste remediation 
processes to CMP water quality standards 
and to recharge it. 

9.11 Reaffirm CMP requirements to recharge CMP 
treated wastewater. 

Pinelands 9.12 More aggressively coordinate water Admin. 
Commission/DEPE supply policies with affected parties. 
Short-Term 
Water Supply Policy 

9.13 Revise short-term water supply policy Admin. 
to identify what specific water supply 
allernatives should be consid~red. 

(I) Rccommcnd .. tiooa olfcrt"d by on< ()(" m<Xt p .. ~1 m(mb.:r. arc lI.ted __ tu:ther 04" not the), ..... uc disculKd In d<t .. 11 0( -.bclbcrO( not they W'r"[C lupportcd by 
other p.wdhlJ.. 

(2) "I1ln-t typd of C.-eomml .... Ioo..ctioo. arc no(~: "CMP'" d("ool~ a CMP amC1ldlIKnt; "Study" dcoot« DlO£c than .. nomlmJ amount oC time (0(" .n ... Iy.I.; and 

-Admkn.- Iknotct a.ctioo without an a.rncnJlD<'Ot oc IIUdy. 

(l) 11w: "E..t.IlIUlc ol R~· I. an appcu:dmation ol .taCf or mooct&ry r-aour--cn lbal would be O«'dcd.. Ett.loutes ~ not ptaenlt:d Coc eMP amcndrnenlJ.. 

(4) SuN rnoorcn arc iho-....n In.-od:. montlu (w.m) (the arrrodm .. tc amount ol,tsrr time nc-ocuary (.0 oomplctc the lMl) by olrke. 001,," IU'e lodlc.lcd .. 

(~ P • P\u\nln~ S . Sckooc; DR· DcvdopoKnt Rokw; and rp . Pu~k Prosnmt.. No mtriet are prCKntcd (01'" kN ~an 1 tv'Oft. month. 

(5) Momury collin acr very prdlmlnary atima!a 0( co.!' u..od.~..-Itb. coolulr..lns contrr.c:t Of with the blrins ol.&.Jit.k>ntol nJf. No entrlet are 
PVUlI( co.lJ an upn;ttd to be: k:... than Sl,ooo. 

Estimate 
of Resources(3) 
Staff( 4\ $$$(5) 

2wm - PP -

- -

- -

- -

lwm -S -

Notes(6) 

o Although it applies to a larger geographical area than 
Recommendation 9.08a, DEPE may be reluctant to 
implement it for wells located outside the Pinelands 
Area 

o Enforcing the requirement may be difficult, absent 
formal regulations 

o An effective program is likely to be very time 
consuming 

o Statewide approach may be more effective 

o Reflects current policies 
o Policy does not elaborate on types of recharge 
o Waivers are the means of getting relief when 

recharge or non-degradation is not practical or 
desirable 

o Reflects current policies 
o Policy does not elaborate on types of recharge or 

siting criteria 
o Waivers are the primary means of getting relief when 

recharge is not practical or desirable 

o Periodic meetings seem to be the preferred approach 

o Would provide clearer guidance 
o Alternatives geared to specific areas and/or 

conditions may be difficult to briefly describe 



w ater S upply o ICY I P r W kh or S op R d ecommen atlOns 
Estimate 

Rec. Recommendations Made by One Comm. of Resources(3) 
Topical Area # or More Panel Members(1 ) Action(2) Staff( 4) $$$(5) Notes(6) 

9.14 Revise short-term water supply policy Admin. - - o Places purveyors on notice 
to reference well siting criteria if the 
Kirkwood-Cohansey is to be used. 

9.15 Revise well siting guidelines to Admin. 3wm-S $15,000 o Broadens orientation from application requirements , 

specify approval and disapproval' to substantive standards 
criteria. o May lead to eMP amendments 

o Absolute approval/disapproval criteria will be 
difficult, if not impossible, to specify 

o Will provide more guidance to purveyors 
o Hydrology expertise is needed to supplement staff 

resources 

9.16 Incorporate cOmmission well siting Admin. 1w-DR - o Consolidation will improve their usefulness to 
guidelines into DEPE guidelines. applicants 

o DEPE would embrace and help implement the guidelines 
o Will require inconsistencies to be resolved 

9.17 Revise short-term water supply policy Admin. - - o Encourages a more regionalized perspective 
to require that water supply proposals o May not result in regionalized approaches, absent 
consider regional service needs. direct Commission planning and intervention 

(I) Recommendation. offered by one or more panel membe~ are listed whether or not they were discUS3ed in detail or whether or not they were supported by 
other paneli.ts. 

(2) Three ty~ oC Commission action. are noted: "CMP" denotes a CMP amendment; "Study" denotes more than a nominal amount oC time Cor analysis; and 
"Admin." denotes action without an amendment or study. 

(3) The "Estimate oC Resources" is an approximation of alaCf or monetary resourca that would be needed. Estimates are not p~nted Cor CMP amendments. 

(4) Staff resources are shown in work months (wm) (the approximate amount of sta[( time neces.ary to complete the task) by office. Offices are indicated as 
Collows: P • Planning; S - Science; DR - Development Review; and PI' - Public Programs. No entries are presented Cor less than 1 work month. 

(5) Monetary entries are very preliminary estimates of costa a...ociatcd with a con.ulting contract or with the hiring of additionalstaCe. No entries are 
given iC costs are expected to be less than SI,OOO. 

(6) Notes represent staCC comments which may be rdevantto the Commission's evaluation of the recommendations. 



APPENDIX A 

"Watc;r Supply Policy in the Pinelands" Meeting 

Name of Participant 

Steven Nieswand* 

Richard Kropp 

Robert Kecskes 

Herbert Buxton 

Timothy Rutala 

Pasquale LaRosa 

Grover Webber 

Howard Woods 

Timothy O'Brian 

Carlos Mastropaolo** 

Claude Epstein 

Joan Ehrenfeld 

Terrence D. Moore 

John C. Stokes 

Robert Zampella 

Kathy Swigon 

Larry Liggett 

List of Participants 

July 1, 1992 

Affiliation 

N.J. DEPE, Water Supply Element 

N.J. DEPE, Bureau of Water Allocation 

N.J. DEPE 
Bureau of Water Supply Planning 

u.S. Geological Survey 
Division of Water Resources 

Atlantic County Utilities Authority 

Cape May County Water Policy Advisory 
Committee 

Cape May County Planning Board 

N.J. American Water Company 
Western Division 

N.J. American Water Company 
Southern Division 

Adams, Rehmann & Heggan, Associates 

Stockton State College 
Natural Sciences & Math Department 

Rutgers University 
Institute for Marine & Coastal Sciences 

Pinelands Commission, Executive Director 
Workshop Coordinator 

Pinelands Commission, Assistant Director 
Planning & Management 

Pinelands Commission 
Science Office 

Pinelands Commission 
Development Review 

Pinelands Commission 
Planning & Research 

* 
** 

Panelist was invited but was unable to attend meeting. 
Panelist attended in place of Joseph Pantalone with Adams, 
Rehmann & Heggan, Associates. 
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APPENDIX B 

Water Supply in the Pinelands 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

July 1, 1992 

In what ways do you believe thB existing water 
for the Kirkwood-Cohansey has been successful 
ful as a short-term strategy to protect the 
there data -or documentation available to 
belief? 

sup!?ly policy 
or unsuccess­
aquifer? Is 
support this 

2. Are there any steps which should be taken to improve the ex­
isting policy agreement to ensure that its original intent 
is met? 

3. Since the adoption of the Kirkwood-Cohansey policy, has any 
additional environmental information become available to 
suggest that the policy should be changed? . 

4. Would you recommend any changes in the areas delineated as 
critical areas under this policy? If so, what is the ra­
tionale? 

5.. Do you believe that any of the water supply demand assump­
tions used in the creation of the policy need to be re­
examined? If so, is there data available? What implica­
tions might this have on the policy? 

6. At the time of adoption of the short-term policy, other 
water supply sources, including the Delaware River, the 
Mount Laurel-Wenonah and-the Kirkwood 800 foot sand were 
identified as viable alternative sources to the Kirkwood­
Cohansey. To what degree do these other sources remain 
"viable alternatives"? 

7. Are water purveyors adequately informed about the policy? 
Has there been resistance to it? If so, is this resistance 
based upon institutional, economic, environmental or other 
reasons? How do these concerns impact the present policy? 

8. What impact has the continuing evolution of the Department 
of Environmental Protection and Energy's "critial area" 
policy had on this policy? Are changes in the policy likely 
in the short term? 

9. H-ow does this policy relate tlJ the state's water su""ply 
master plan? HOW, if at all, should this be reflected in 
the water supply master plan as it is being updated? 



~O. within the context of this policy, are there other, more 
specific guidelines relative to the siting of water supply 
wells which should be considered? If so, would you recom­
mend that the draft siting guidelines included in the back­
ground material are appropriate? If not, what guidelines do 
you suggest be used? 

~~. Should the Pinelands regulations be amended to reflect the 
policy or any of the other recommendations previously sug­
gested? 

~2. If the Kirkwood-Cohansey study is not completed within the 
next 5-8 years, will there still be a lack of more detailed 
information upon which to base a long term, ecologically 
based water supply policy? If so, are there any steps which 
can be taken now to secure needed data? 
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Background Information 

for 

Water Supply Policy in the Pinelands Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Pine1ands Commission Resolution to Endorse a Short Term 
Policy Regarding the Kirkwood-Cohansey Aquifer as a Water 
Supply Source. 

2. Pinelands Commission's Water Supply Policy Committee Recom­
mendations, June 13, 1989 with map enclosure. 

3. January 1990 correspondance from Richard 
ment of Environmental Protection to 
Pinelands Commission regarding Short 
Policy, Kirwood-Cohansey Aquifer System. 

Kropp, N.J. Depart­
Robert Zampella, 

Term Water Supply 

4. Pinelands Commission brochure Southern New Jersey: Water 
Supply and the Environment, A Research Proposal for an 
Ecological Approach to Water Supply Planning. 

5. Pinelands Commission's Procedures and Guidelines for Siting 
Water Supply Wells in the Kirkwood-Cohansey Aquifer within 
the New Jersey Pinelands, June 3D, 1989. 

6. List of Reference Material Available Related to Water Supply 
in the Pinelands. 



Reference List for Pinelands Water Supply 

Gillespie, B.D. and R.D. Schopp. 1982. Low-flow characteristics 
and flow duration of New Jersey streams. U.S. Geological Survey 
Open-File Report 81-1110, Trenton, NJ. 164 pp. 

Pinelands Commission. 1984. The Ecological Implications of Ex­
porting Water from the Cohansey Aquifer: Proceedings of a Techni­
cal Advisory Committee Meeting on the Issue of pumping Cohansey 
Water to Meet Water Supply Needs of the Metropolitan Camden Area, 
May 30, 1984. R.A. Zampella (ed). Pinelands Commission, New Lis­
bon, N.J. 

Pinelands Commission. 1988. An Assessment of Sewer and Water 
Supply Alternatives for Pinelands Growth Areas in the Mullica 
River Basin, Camden County. Pinelands Commission, New Lisbon, 
N.J. 

P inelands Commiss ion. 1990. An Assessment of the Hydrolog i c Im­
pact Resulting from Development in Regional Growth Areas in 
Hamilton Township, Atlantic County. Pinelands Commission, New 
Lisbon, N.J. 

URS Consultants for New Jersey Department of Environmental 
Protection. 1991. Atlantic County Water Supply Study, Report on 
Recommended Plan of Action, Working Document. New Jersey Depart­
ment of Environmental Protection and Energy, Trenton, N.J. 
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Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Division of Science and Research 
New Jersey Geological Survey 

CN-029 
Trenton., NJ 08625 

Tel. # 609-292-1185 
Fax. #609-633-1004 

H E H 0 RAN D U H 

June 3, 1992 

TO: Terrence Moore, Executive Director 

FROM: Haig F. Kasabach, State GeOlOgist~ 
SUBJECT: Topics for Pinelands Commission Review 

Haig F. Kasablch 
State Geologist 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Water Resources 
Management in the Pinelands. Michael Serfes and Emmanuel Charles 
from the Bureau of Ground Water Resources Evaluation have reviewed 
your April 20 request and I have enclosed their comments. The New 
Jersey Geological Survey would be happy to participate in future 
workshops. 

enclosures 

cc: Robert Tucker 
Leslie McGeorge 
Gail Carter 
Robert Canace 
Michael Serfes 
Emmanuel Charles 

,'.;cwJcrscV'\Jn l'qual 1)"ronunll',I'mrhwcr 
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OFFICE OF 
THE STATE GEOLOGIST 

JUN 0 j 1992 

Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Division of Science and Research 
New Jersey Geological Survey 

CN-029 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Tel. # 609-292-1185 
Fax. #609-633-1004 

~ E M 0 RAN DUM 

June 2. 1992 

TO: Haig Kasabach. State Geologist 

THROUGH: G~il~er, Acting Bureau Chief /vTJ_ ,1!<2.. 
Robert Canace, Acting Section Chief~~'-

"11./ 
FROM: Manny Charles, Principal Geologist 

~~'Mike Serfes, Supervising Geo~ogist 

Haig F. :~S:lbacb 
State Geologist 

SUBJECT: Response to Pinelands Commission request for aooroaches 
in dealing with Water Resource Management issues 

We are pleased to respond to the Pinelands 
(Attachment 1) for possible approaches to 
management issues in the Pinelands. 

Issue 1: Stormwater Management 

Commission's request 
three water resource 

The Pinelands Commission should be as precise as possible in 
defining their objectives for a change in the stormwater manage­
ment pol icy. These 0 bj ect i ves could be be de fined in part by 
citing a specific case or specific goals of the Commission. The 
relative level of priority of stormwater management affects; 
namely ground-water recharge, streamflow changes. ground-water 
qual i ty, and surface-water qual i ty should be reassessed bv the 
Commission before any changes in policy. Any change in storm­
water management policy should be based on some level of a sound 
technical basis. 

1/3 
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From the bri(! description given in the Commission's request 
letter, it appears that the efficacy of the 50-year/24-hour 
retention requirement is being questioned. Resul ts of both the 
study done by Nicholson and Zampella (1987, Precipitation and 
runoff patterns in Atlantic County, New Jersey, 1945-1986, New 
Jersey Pinelands Commission, Lisbon, NJ 23 p.) and the draft NJGS 
ground-water recharge methodology suggest that designing for such 
large storm events to enhance ground-water recharge may be inef­
fic ient. However, a change in the stormwater pol icy would re­
quire a more focused technical study. An appropriate study 
could use existing data and techniques from both of the works 
cited above. 

Issue 2. Water supply policy for the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer 

Any new water supply policy should be technically defensible. The 
six million dollar cost of the proposed study has been raised as 
a limiting factor for establishing a technical basis for a water 
supply policy. It seems reasonable that a lower cost technical 
basis may be possible by extending the results of "shallow aquif­
er' studies" such as the Mull ica River and Maurice River bas in 
studies. In extending the results of such shallow aquifer stud­
ies to other parts of the Coastal Plain, care should be taken to 
account for regional differences in climate (precipitation, 
evaporation) and water use. 

3. Water quality parameters: ammonia, phosphorous, pH 

The background concentration distributions of ammonia, phosphorus 
and pH in the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer system, underlying the 
Pine Barrens, can be evaluated with existing data. Once the 
distributions are established they can be used to determine 
appropriate ground-water quality standards and assess pollution 
impacts. This approach can also be used for other parameters of 
concern. 

Selecting "master parameters" appropriate for assessing anthropo­
genic impacts on water quality depends on the natural background 
chemistry and the chemistry of the discharges of concern. These 
parameters are usually selected on the basis of ubiquitous land­
use activities that impact water quality. If septics and agri­
cuI tural activi ties are of concern then the three parameters 
above, along with nitrite plus nitrate, will be indicative. In 
addi tion, chloride may be a useful parameter for assessing the 
impact of septics on ground water. 

2/3 



By developing a geographically accurate water quality database 
most of the items in question 3 can be answered. The next step 
would be to establish criteria to identify the source (from exam­
ple; septic versus agricultural) of the pollution. Location 
specific water-quality standards can be established as the volume 
of data in the database increases. 

In summary, . the "workshop" of technical experts held by the 
Commission should focus on; 1) priority issues within each of the 
above issues, 2) the amount of money and resources available to 
develo~ a technical basis for each of the issues. 

It would be quite risky and perhaps ultimately more costly to 
implement changes in any of the above water resources management 
issues wi thout sound technical basis. We suggest that the Com­
mission determine the highest cost that could be invested in the 
technical basis of each of the issues. 

c: Jeff Hoffman 

3/3 



- iEnbironmrntal \CommlsslOn 

MUNICIPAL BUILDING 
R. O. 4, BOX 51/C ~o 

JACKSON, NEW JERSEY 08527 

(201)928·1200 

June 3, 1992 

Teeeence D. Mooee. Executive Dieectoe 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7 
New Lisbon. New Jeesey 08064 

Re: Additional Topic foe Pinelands Commission Review 
Watee Resoueces Management 

Deae Me. Mooee: 

I am weiting on behalf of the Jackson Township 
Envieonmental Commission with eegaeds to the sixth topic 
that was eecently added foe discussion dueing eeview of the 
Compeehensive Management Plan. My comments addeess item 2 
of youe coeeespondence of April 20. 1992. 

Item No.2: WATER SUPPLY POLICY. The Commission wishes to 
re-examine the cooperative NJDEPE and Plnelands policy 
goveening water supply use of the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer 
to deteemlne If changes aee waeranted before the results of 
the peoposed compeehensive" aquifee study aee avai lable. 

Response: The Jackson Township Environmental Commission is 
steongly opposed to any changes in the 1989 water supply 
policy agreement between the Pinelands Commission and the 
NJDEPE. That ageeement established a pol icy which 
discourages the use of the Kiekwood-Cohansey aquifer for new 
watee supply projects until a comprehensive study of the 
ecological effects of groundwater withdrawal is completed. 

The Kiekwood-Cohansey aquifee system is peesent over a 
significant paet of the New Jersey coastal plain. This 
aquifer is primarily a watee table aquifer and is typically 
shal low in depth. This aquifer therefoee exerts a 
teemendous influence on the existence of the ecosystems of 
the Pinelands. 



Terrence Moore 
Page 2 of 2 
June 3. 1992 

Wetland areas consisting of cedar swamps, bogs and 
streams are particularly vulnerable to groundwater 
withdrawal from the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer. A vast 
majority of the streams in the Plnelands are influent 
streams. meaning that their base-flow levels are the result 
of discharge from the shal low aquifer system. 
If groundwater pumpage is increased enough, diminished 
streamflow wil I result. The consequences of this condition 
are twofold. The first is that base-flow wil I be reduced 
directly impacting the fragile Pineland ecosystem. The 
second consequence of reduced stream flow would be the 
degredation of water qual ity since the ability of the stream 
to dilute development related contamination would be 
reduced. 

It. is imperative that the proposed study be completed 
prior to initiating any new water supply projects. One of 
the greatest concerns is the affects of induced streamflow 
infiltration as a result of pumping from the shal low 
Kirkwood-Cohansey aqulfer. In order to asses the ecological 
impacts of proposed water related projects, quantitative 
studies must be performed on a regional basis to determine 
the effects of induced streamflow infiltration. Data 
obatined from recent water supply studies undertaken in 
Atlantic and Cape May counties are specific to those areas. 
and should not be extrapolated to other parts of the . 
Pinelands as this Is not a technically sound approach. 

If you ha?e any questions or if I can provide 
assistance on this issue. please feel free to contact me at 
< 609) 482-5553 .. 

Sincerely, 

~G~ 
Richard G. Bizub 
Chairman 

Certified Professional Geologist 
Arkansas #709 
Indiana #1101 
Tennessee #1224 
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, h 1 ,"< \CJ~ 4..-~ , , 
NlC 0 as Go Bln~r:~ PoP., Admlnlstrator 
Municipal Wastewater Assistance 

Additional Topic for Pinelands Commission Review 

We were pleased to learn of the addition of the sixth topic for the 
Pinelands Commission Review. It is requested that the effects of 
wastewater management decisions (e.g., construction of or addition to 
regional treatment facilities which bypass local streams in favor of 
ocean discharge or interbasin transfer prior to discharge) be 
considered under the water supply policy component, as such decisions 
have a similar effect to direct water supply diversion. With regard 
to the stormwalter management components, some ideas you may wish to 
consider incorporating in design standards for Pinelands development 
include 1) use of porous pavement for driveways 2) avoiding curbing 
and sidewalks in favor of grassed waterways 3) directing raingutters 
to on-site drywells. The merits of these suggestions would have to be 
technically evaluated in the workshop phase. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the Pinelands 
Commission Review process. If we can be of further assistance during 
the technical workshop discussion or subsequent phases, please do not 
hesitate to contact me at (609) 292-8961 or Barbara Hirst, Section 
Chief, Technical Services Section at (609) 633-1170. 

BH:rrd 
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Mr. Terrence Moore 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

June 19, 1992 

In response to your letter of 
April 20, 1992, the Plan Review Committee of the 
Pinelands Preservation Alliance has the following 
suggestions to make to the expert panel on Water 
supply. 

The preservation of the Pinelands is 
dependent on water quality and quantity. The 
panel of experts on Growth Patterns stated that 
water was an order of magnitude more important 
than all other environmental constraints in 
governing the amount of growth that the. Pinelands 
ecosystem can carry. Yet, there is little 
significant research being conducted on water 
supply problems. 

Two large scale research proposals have been 
proposed and are conceptually ready for funding; 
the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer study and the 
Ecological monitoring system developed by 
Dr. Zampella. If the panel sees no feasible 
alternative to this research proposal, we urge 
the panel to recommend completion of these 
stUdies. 

The lack of data makes it impossible to 
relate intensity of development with water 
supply. We urge the panel to explore this area. 
Two of the most intensely developed areas in the 
Pinelands, Medford and Hammonton, have reached 
the limits of the capacity of their waste water 
treatment facilities and new development .is 
severely restricted. Should there be a similar 
restriction because of water supply? Must we 
wait until there is a crisis before we restrain 
development because of lack of water? 
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It is our opinion that the present studies, 
proposals, and hearings, now in progress in 
Critical Area 2 and in Cape May County are 
proceeding acceptably and it is unnecessary for 
the Commission to initiate a new study on water 
supply_ Data from these studies are relevant to 
the Pinelands and the findings should be taken 
into consideration in any revision of the CMF. 

We do recommend that the panel and the 
Commission explore ways for the Commission to be 
more effective in promoting water use 
conservation. Are there standards or 
requirements that should be imposed for new 
building in the Pinelands that are stricter than 
the state standards that are" to become effective 
this summer? 

We thank you for this opportunity to give 
suggestions to the expert panel. We wish you and 
the panel new creativity in attempting to solve 
this complex problem. 

Sincerely, 

Don Kirchhoffer 
Coordinator 
Plan Review Committee 



Water Quality in the Pinelands 

Report on Technical Panel Meeting 

I. INTRODUCTION 

A panel of experts (Appendix A identifies the panelists) met on 
July 22, 1992 to discuss this topic. In preparation for the 
meeting, a series of questions to be explored (Appendix B), back­
ground information (Appendix C identifies the sources) and public 
comments received (Appendix D) were provided to each participant. 

Mr. stokes served as the workshop coordinator and panelists were 
asked to freely express their opinions as individual experts and 
not as representatives of an agency or organization. 

II. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT 

This report is intended to summarize key discussion points and 
present all recommendations offered by any of the participants. 
A taped recording of the entire six and one-half hour session is 
available for review at the Commission's office. Since different 
opinions were offered by panelists, the report also attempts to 
indicate the level of consensus reached on various discussion 
points and recommendations. 

Recommendations are described throughout the text in bold type 
and are numbered sequentially. Because this particular workshop 
was the tenth in a series held by the Commission, each recommen­
dation begins with the number 10. F·or ease of reference, a table 
has also been prepared which identifies each recommendation 
presented by one or more panel members. The table also includes 
staff estimates of the resources and time needed to carry out the 
recommendation and other information which the Commission may 
wish to consider when deciding which recommendations should be 
pursued. 

III. KEY DISCUSSION POINTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

A. Characteristics of Pinelands Waters 

Discussion initially focused upon the various parameters that 
could be used to describe the distinctive nature of surface and 
ground water in the Pinelands. The panel decided to group thes; 
into primary versus secondary characteristics; however, the in­
terrelationship of the parameters was noted as a potentia 1 
problem in deciding which ones could be viewed as primary and 
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which ones could be considered as secondary. It was also noted 
that further research could result in changes to the panel's 
preliminary classification. 

primary Parameters of Pinelands Waters 

1. pH 

Pinelands waters are more acidic than other undisturbed sur­
face or ground waters. This parameter is highly interre­
lated-liith others. For example, changes in pH control the 
level of metals dissolved in the waters and, in turn, pH can 
be affected by nutrients - a change of 2.0 pH units has been 
observed in one day due to photosynthesis. While affected 
by buffering capacity (the ability of the water to resist 
changes in pH), the relationship between "disturbance" and 
pH is usually straightforward since the buffering capacity 
of Pinelands waters is usually low. 

Undisturbed Pinelands streams vary in pH - McDonald's branch 
at 4.2 and the Westecunk Creek at 4.9 wlere cited as ex­
amples. However, use of a specific range throughout the 
Pinelands was not recommended because it would not recognize 
the naturally occurring variations amongst streams and it 
would not account for slightly higher pH levels which may be 
found in coastal streams. It was also noted that pH in un­
disturbed streams varies little by season while disturbed 
streams do vary seasonally - summer is usually the highest. 

Because of these factors, it was suggested that ph between 
4.2 and 4.5 should generally be viewed as characteristic, 
but that pH outside that range may be characteristic if data 
exists to sh6w that it's a natural level. such evidence for 
many streams may be lacking as reliable water quality data 
is available for only a few streams. 

Groundwater pH was cited as being similar to that of surface 
waters, except that pH increases below a depth of 75 feet. 
However, the panel did note th~t differences in water 
budgets between some watersheds might result in slight 
variations. 

2. Nitrate as Nitrogen - the amount of nitrogen contained in 
nitrate. 

Its presence in the Pinelands is low compared to other un­
disturbed surface or ground waters. It is less than 0.05 
mgl (milligram per liter) in undisturbed streams, and, if 
greater than 0.10 mgl, is lndicative of disturbance. Rain­
fall is currently at 2.00 mgl - in some part due to acid 
rain yet Pinelands waters remain much lower because 
forests are efficient in removing nitrates. There is 
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seasonal variation in both disturbed 
however, the range is greater 
Groundwater is generally similar to 
of concentration. 

and undisturbed waters; 
in disturbed areas. 
surface water in terms 

3. Ammonia as Nitrogen - the amount of nitrogen contained in 
ammonia. 

Its presence in the Pinelands is low compared to other un­
disturbed surface or ground waters. Overall it is less than 
0.10 mgl. However, it is very labile (unstable), dropping 
and rising very quickly, and its concentration is not always 
a good indicator of disturbance. The presence of more than 
0.10 mgl is indicative of disturbance. 

4. Total Phosphorus - total phosphorus contained in dissolved 
and suspended, organic and inorganic forms. 

Its presence in the Pinelands is comparable to undisturbed 
waters elsewhere. Several panelists observed that phos­
phorus may be temporarily retained in soils and sediments; 
thus, relatively low concentrations may be found in dis­
turbed streams. Another panelist agreed and noted that sam­
pling beneath newly installed septic disposal fields has 
shown relatively low concentrations. It was generally con­
cluded that concentrations could increase when the retention 
capacity of soils and sediments are reached. 

The panel generally concluded that total phosphorus in un­
disturbed Pinelands streams is probably less than 0.01 mgl, 
yet state standards are 0.10 mgl in streams and 0.05 in 
lakes. 

Secondary Parameters of Pine lands Waters 

Although there were differences of opinion, the panel concluded 
that, at the present time, the following parameters could be con­
sidered as secondary indicators. It was acknowledged, however, 
that such a distinction might change if future research shows one 
or more are indeed critical indicators which are effectively in­
dependent of the primary parameters. 

5. Conductivity a measure of the electrical conducting 
capacity of the water. 

Conductivity in Pinelands waters is low compared to other 
undisturbed surface or ground waters. It i3 also affected 
by acidic/alkaline buffering capacity and thus is difficult 
to separate from several of the other pal:'ameters. The 
presence of some of the other secondary parameters, such as 
calcium and magnesium, can also affect conductivity. 
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Several panelists observed that conductivity can greatly af­
fect water chemistry and might warrant special consideration 
in certain situations. 

6. Calcium and Magnesium - the amount of calcium and magnesium 
in the water, usually as dissolved metallic salts. 

Calcium and magnesium levels in Pinelands water are very low 
compared to other undisturbed surface waters. Ground water 
contains higher levels as the depth increases. Both are re­
lated to conductivity and are clear indicators of distur­
bance, but little is known of their exact ecological im­
pacts. 

7. Potassium 

Its presence is low compared to other undisturbed waters. 

8. Iron 

Its presence is high compared to other undisturbed surface 
waters. The concentration in ground water becomes higher as 
depth increases. 

9. Aluminum 

Its presence is relatively high compared to other undis­
turbed waters. The concentration in ground water becomes 
higher as depth increases. 

10 . Dissolved organic carbon (DOC) the amount of carbon 
present in dissolved organic sources. 

Its presence is high compared to other undisturbed surface 
waters. DOC generally originates from seasonal decay of 
wetlands vegetation and becomes lower in ground water as 
depth increases. Neither DOC nor turbidity, which is af­
fected by DOC, seems to be affected significantly by distur­
bance. DOC is typically 4 -5 mgl, but may go up to 30 -33 
mgl in a storm. 

11. Alkalinity - measure of the acid neutralization capacity of 
the water. 

The presence of compounds that collectively shift the pH to 
the alkaline side of neutrality is low. Due to analytical 
methods, it can be negative in disturbed waters, suggesting 
its limited value in assessing undisturbed streams. Tt is 
also governed by complex equilibrium reactions and may be 
too interrelated with other parameters to be an independent 
indicator. 
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12. Macroinvertebrate community - primarily aquatic insects. 

Undisturbed Pinelands surface waters have a characteristic 
macroinvertebrate community which is less diverse than un­
disturbed surface waters elsewhere. This is due to the low 
pH and the absence of streams with stony bottoms. There are 
also plant and fish communities which are characteristic of 
Pinelands surface waters. The panel agreed that differences 
between these communi ties in undisturbed and disturbed 
Pinelands streams can be observed, although the variation 
within undisturbed streams is difficult to quantify. 

13. Bacterial levels 

Pinelands streams have low bacterial levels and are similar 
to other undisturbed surface waters. This is more a general 
indicator of disturbance than a characteristic of Pine lands 
waters. It was also stated that the low pH of Pinelands 
waters will suppress bacterial growth and may mask some dis­
turbance. 

14. Sulfate 

Sulfate concentrations in Pinelands surface water are higher 
than in undisturbed surface water elsewhere. Several 
panelists stated that this may be due to acid rain because 
even higher concentrations have been observed in rainwater. 
As a further indication of the influence of acid rain, one 
panelist stated that Pinelands waters have been found to 
contain a relatively high level of mineral acidity (in the 
form of sulfuric acid) as distinguished from organic acidity 
which would be indicative of naturally occurring conditions . 

. Nevertheless, concentrations in undisturbed Pinelands sur­
face waters are lower (2 to 3 mgl) than in disturbed waters. 

After discussing these characteristics, the panel offered the 
following two recommendations. 

Recommendation 10.01 Determine the natural levels of phosphorus 
present in Pinelands streams. 
Phosphorus is almost undetectable in Pinelands streams. One 
panelist noted that total phosphorus levels may be present in the 
2 - 5 parts per billion (0.002 to 0.005 mgl) range but that the 
normal level of practical detection is around 20 ppb. Since this 
level would indicate disturbance in the Pinelands, there was con­
sensus that further evaluation is warranted to establish a more 
reliable concentration for undisturbed Pinelands waters. 
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Recommendation 10 .02 Develop chemically based characterizations 
of Pinelands streams. 
Several panelists recommended that Pinelands streams be charac­
terized according to the primary parameters previously iden­
tified. This information would be valuable in establishing stan­
dards, whether those standards are based upon ambient levels, a 
non-degradation policy, or a variable policy which accounts for 
basin characteristics and Pinelands land use designations. One 
panelist was concerned that the costs to applicants may be sig­
nificant if they are expected to provide data where gaps now ex­
ist. 

There appeared to be general consensus that, as a first step, 
characterizations be done on the basis of existing data. 

B. Implications of These Water Quality Characteristics 

Recommendation 10.03 Examine the land use implications of non­
point pollution sources upon water quality on a watershed basis. 
The panel discussed the types of land uses which are likely to 
affect one or more of the primary characteristics of undisturbed 
Pinelands waters. Among those which the panel concluded would 
have an effect are: discharges from septic systems, most notable 
at the point where the wastewater plume reaches surface water; 
stormwater run-off; agricultural uses, most notably turf and 
vegetable farms but "organic," berry, tree and other farming to a 
lesser extent; various land uses that involve maintained turf 
areas such as golf courses, athletic fields and lawns; sewer col­
lection systems which are likely to leak over time; land applica­
tion of treated wastewater; and various point discharges. 

The panel concluded that virtually every land use will degrade 
water quality to some extent but that little is known about the 
cumulative effects of multiple land uses within entire watersheds 
or sub-basins. 

Recommendation 10.04 Determine the ecological impacts of gradual 
changes in the primary characteristics of Pinelands waters as 
disturbance increases. 
The panel then discussed what effect changes in water quality may 
have on other elements of the natural system, particularly 
characteristic plant and animal communities. Although it was 
generally agreed that significant changes in these water quality 
characteristics will have an effect, little is known about the 
ecological impacts of more subtle changes in water quality. 

For long term planning purposes, the panel cOlcluded that addi­
tional study is needed to more precisely determine how subtle and 
gradual changes in water quality may affect Pinelands ecology. 
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C. Pinelands Water Quality Policy 

Recommendation 1.0.05 Develop an approach to water quality 
management based upon Pinelands management areas and sub-basin 
characteristics. 
In spite of the need for additional research, there was general 
consensus that Pinelands water quality policies can be improved. 
This recommendation evolved from an extensive discussion of ex­
isting Pinelands standards, DEPE standards and new approaches to 
water quality management. 

In discussing DEPE water quality standards, one panelist stated 
that surface water standards for the Pinelands are based upon the 
federal Clean Water Act's outstanding natural resource waters 
classification and call for protection against any measurable 
changes. Another panelist advised that DEPE groundwater stan­
dards are being revised and consideration is being given to stan­
dards which would rely on natural levels in the Preservation Area 
and ambient levels in the Protection Area. The possible implica­
tions of these ,standards were discussed, including: what might 
be viewed as a change in water quality; whether change automati­
cally constitutes degradation; whether exceptions should be per­
IItitted; how natural levels will be determined given the panel's 
earlier discussion about variability and limited data; how these 
surface and groundwater standards relatl~ to each other; and how 
they may relate to existing and future Pinelands standards. 

A. number of possible approaches which the Pinelands Commission 
IIllight consider were then discussed. These ranged from uniform, 
region-wide standards (similar to the current DEPE approach) to 
an approach which establishes a total pollutant loading level and 
allows loading to be increased in some areas if decreased in 
others. 

Ultimately, the panel conceptualized an approach which would es­
tablish variable standards on the basis of Pine lands management 
areas and sub-basin characteristics. Such an approach would 
recognize that water quality goals should not be the same in 
areas designated for development as they would be in conservation 
oriented areas within the Pinelands. Recognizing that hydrologic 
units don't mirror management area boundaries, the panel also 
recommended that consideration of sub-basin characteristics would 
permit this approach to be refined where necessary to recognize 
differences between sub-basins and downgradient impacts in other 
management areas. For example, standards for an already dis­
turbed sub-basin in a Regional Growth Area should be different 
than those for a sub-basin which is upgradient from the Pr3serva­
tion Area. 
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It was suggested that Pinelands management areas be initially 
grouped into four categories - "conservation" which would include 
the Preservation Area District, Special Agricultural Production 
Area and Forest Area; "agricultural" which would include the 
Agricultural Production Area; "transition" which would include 
the Rural Development Area; and "development" which would include 
Regional Growth Areas, Towns, Villages, and Military/Federal In­
stallation Areas. Overall goals would be set for each of these 
categories and more precise standards would then be established 
in consideration of sub-basin characteristics and potential 
downstream impacts. 

The panel concluded that such an approach could be developed in a 
manner which recognizes DEPE standards but that it would require 
a great deal of additional work. Thus, the panel also recom­
mended that the Commission establish a technical working group to 
develo~ goals and to outline a scope of work which would lead to 
the identification of specific standards. It was felt that the 
panel assembled for this meeting, with the addition of a geog­
rapher, could constitute the working group and that approximately 
six months might be needed to more fully develop the methodology. 

IV. POOLI C COMMENT 

One member of the public noted satisfaction with the work of this 
panel and indicated that knowledge of the negative impacts of 
agriculture and the Commission's lack of methods to address these 
impacts were now much clearer. 
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Notes(6) 
o A minimum five year study is thought to be 

necessary 
o Laboratory costs may be high to yield 

reliable results 

o Staff estimate presumes that characterizations 
are based upon existing data 

o Existing data will not permit characterization 
of all Pinelands streams 

o Long term environmental monitoring program 
addresses this to some degree 

o Staff estimate is based upon a characterization 
of water quality according to land uses 

o Will depend upon data developed through 
Recommendation 10.02 

o Quantifying impacts according to land uses 
represents a much more complicated endeavor 

o Long term benefits of such a study are significant 

o A detailed study design would be required 
before costs can be estimated 

o Staff estimate is based upon preparation 
of a study design 

o Study could be technically complex and expensive 
depending on whether a field surveyor an 
experimental approach is used 

o May depend upon data developed through 
Recommendation 10.02 

o Long term benefits of such a study are significant 
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Notes(6) 
o Approach recognizes differences between 
management areas and sub-basins 

o Technical panel would serve as working group 
to develop methodology and scope of work 

o Approximately six months would be needed to 
develop a scope of work 

o Uncertain at this time how much time or money 
might be needed to proceed with the work plan 
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APPENDIX B 

Water Quality Parameters in the Pinelands 

Questions Explored at the Technical Panel Meeting 

July 22, 1992 

1. What characteristics, in addition to nitrate-nitrogen, are 
most indicative of undisturbed Pinelands ground and surface 
waters? Are pH, total phosphorous and ammonia among these 
characteristics? 

2. What levels or concentrations of these parameters indicate 
undisturbed and disturbed waters in the Pinelands? Are 
there differences between ground and surface waters? 

3. Do these levels or concentrations reflect "long term" condi­
tions, seasonal conditions and/or minimum or maximum dis­
charge loads? 

4. If levels or concentrations of these parameters in Pinelands 
waters were to change over time, what effects to Pinelands 
natural resources would occur? Would these significantly 
alter characteristic Pinelands environments? 

5. What data exists to sUbstantiate these levels? Is the data 
adequate to support regulatory standards? If not, what ad­
ditional research would be needed to assemble an adequate 
database? 

6. Should additional standards be based on a non-degradation 
policy or another policy? Why or why not? 

7. What types of land uses or other activities contribute to 
changes in these parameters? To what extent? 

8. Is it appropriate to consider 
to the land use designations 
tural, Forest, Growth) of the 
distinctions should be made? 

different standards according 
(e.g. Preservation, Agricul­
Pinelands Plan? If so, what 

9. How feasible is it to apply a regulatory standard for these 
parameters? Is it possible to model or project specific 
levels or concentrations attributable to various types and 
intensities of land uses? 

10. Can and should the standards be applied to point and non­
point sources of pollution? 

11. wnere should the standards be applied? At the point of dis­
charge? At a receiving point in a surface water body? On 
an area-wide basis, such as an entire property? 

12. Would establishment of these standards conflict with or 
duplicate other existing state or federal standards? 



13. To what extent should other factors (e.g. cultural impacts, 
technological limitations) be considered in determining 
whether these additional regUlatory standards should be 
adopted? Are there ways in which these other factors can be 
considered without undermining water quality objectives? 

14. Are alternative means (e.g. education, land use controls) 
available to protect Pinelands water resources relative to 
these parameters? If so, what steps must be taken and how 
effective would they be? 

15. What, if any, specific research remains to be done before 
any of the recommendations previously discussed are imple­
mented? 
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Background Information for Technical Panel Meeting 



Background Information 

for 

Pinelands Water Quality Parameters Technical Panel Meeting 

1. Excerpt from the Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan, 
Sections 7:50-6.81 through 6.87, Water Quality 

2. List of Reference Material Available Related to Water 
Quality Parameters in the Pinelands. 



Reference List for Pinelands Water Quality Parameters 
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Mr. Terrence Moore 
The Pinelands Commission 
P.o. Box 7 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 

De.ar Mr. Moore: 

June 19, 1992 

In response to your letter of April 20, 
1992, the Plan Review Committee of the Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance has the following 
suggestions to make to the expert panel on water 
Quality Parameters. 

since the installation of the eMF over 10 
years ago, there have been changes in the 
standards for safe drinki,ng water. 

Hardly a week goes by without there being an 
article in a Pinelands newspaper on pollu~ed 
wells in some residential area. Is this 
happening because the only requirement the 
Commission places on septic systems is the 
nitrogen standard? This issue i~ also related to 
the point we raised to the stormwater panel on 
the quality of non-point pollution. Hydro­
carbons and floatables are the most common 
pollutants in water runoff from commercial and 
industrial sites. Phosphates also are common as 
a non-point pollutant. 

The concept of using nitrate/nitrogen as the 
measurement of water quality is that it is an 
indicator of pollution and easily measured and 
also injurious to human heath. Yet, there is 
nothing in the CMF that requires a higher level 
of analysis of the water if the nitrate/nitrogen 
standard is exceeded. An example is the waivers 
granted by the Commission in the Medford Pines 
area. The nitrate/nitrogen levels of the water 
at the property line of the total development 
were well above the 2 ppm standard of the CMP . 

Prtnted on recycled paper uSing ,oy·baaed Inks. 



The panel should explore the efficacy of them 
requiring the development to meet quality 
standards that measure other pollutants in order 
to determine the cumulative impact of all the 
pollutants I not just an indicator one. 

The PPA appreciates this opportunity to 
express its views to the expert panel. 

Sincerely I 
, 

Don irchhoffer 
Coordinator 
Plan Review Committee 



Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

State of New Jersey 
Department of Environmental Protection and Energy 

Division of Science and Resc~ch 
New Jersey Geological Survey 

CN-029 
Trenton, NJ Ck.%25 

Tel. # 609-292-1185 
Fax. #609-633-1004 

MEMORANDUM 

June 3, 1992 

TO: Terrence Moore, Executive Director 

FROM: Haig F. Kasabach, stateGe010gist~ 
SUBJECT: Topics for Pinelands Con~ission Review 

Haig F. K2sabacn 
State Geologist 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Water Resources 
Management in the Pinelands. Michael Serfes and Emmanuel Charles 
from the Bureau of Ground Water Resources Evaluation have reviewed' 
your April 20 request and I have enclosed their comments. The New 
Jersey Geological Survey would be happy to participate in future 
workshops. 

enclosures 

cc: Robert Tucker 
Leslie McGeorge 
Gail Carter 
Robert Canace 
Michael Serfes 
Emmanuel Charles 



OffiCE OF 
TIiE STATE GEOLOGIST 

JUN 0 j 1992 

Scott A. Weiner 
Commissioner 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

State of New jerseY 
Department ofEnyironmental Protection ~nd Energ:1 

Division of Science and Research 
New Jersey Geological Survey 

CN-029 
Trenton, NJ 08625 

Tel. # 609-292-1185 
Fax. #609-633-1004 

~ E M 0 RAN DUM 

June 2. 1992 

Haig Kasabach. State Geologist 

M"-
GaiIV~rter, Acting Bureau Chief ~Y1_ ~ 
Robert Canace. Acting Section Chief~&r;-

""./ 
Manny Charles, Principal Geologist 

ibig F. :US;!i::;Jl.:.J 
State Geologist 

r~ Mike Serfes, Supervising Geologist 

SUBJECT: Response to Pinelands Commission request for approaches 
in dealing with Water Resource Management issues 

We are pleased to respond to the Pinelands 
(Attachment 1) for possible approaches to 
management issues in the Pinelands. 

Issue 1 : Stormwater Management 

Commission's request 
three water resource 

The Pinelands Commission should be as precise as possible in 
defining their objectives for a change in the stormwater manage­
ment policy. These objectives could be be defined in part bv 
citing a specific case or specific goals of the Commission. The 
relative level of priority of stormwater management affects; 
namely ground-water recharge, streamflow changes, ground-water 
quality, and surface-water quali ty should be reassessed bv the 
Commission before any changes in policy. Any change in storm­
water management policy should be based on some level of a sound 
technical basis. 

1/3 



From the brief description given in the Commission's request 
letter, it appears that the efficacy of the 50-year/24-hour 
retention requirement is being questioned. Resul ts of both the 
study done by Nicholson and Zampella (1987, Precipitation and 
runoff patterns in Atlantic County, New Jersey, 1945-1986, New 
Jersey Pinelands Commission, Lisbon, NJ 23 p. 1 and the draft NJGS 
ground-water recharge methodology suggest that designing for such 
large storm events to enhance ground-water recharge may be inef­
ficient. However, a change in the stormwater policy would re­
quire a more focused technical study. An appropriate study 
could use existing data and techniques from both of the works 
cited above. 

Issue 2. Water supply policy for the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer 

Any new water supply policy should be technically defensible. The 
six million dollar cost of the proposed study has been raised as 
a limiting factor for establishing a technical basis for a water 
supply policy. It seems reasonable that a lower cost technical 
basis may be possible by extending the results of "shallow aquif­
er studies" such as the Mullica River and Maurice River basin 
studies. In extending the results of such shallow aquifer stud­
ies to other parts of the Coastal Plain, care should be taken to 
account for regional differences in climate (precipitation, 
evaporation) and water use. 

3. Water quality parameters: ammonia, phosphorous, pH 

The background concentration distributions of ammonia, phosphorus 
and pH in the Kirkwood-Cnhansey aquifer system, underlying the 
Pine Barrens, can be evaluated with existing data. Once the 
distributions are established they can be used to determine 
appropriate ground-water quality standards and assess pollution 
impacts. This approach can also be used for other parameters of 
concern. 

Selecting "master parameters" appropriate for assessing anthropo­
genic impacts on water quality depends on the natural background 
chemistry and the chemistry of the discharges of concern. These 
parameters are usually selected on the basis of ubiquitous land­
use activities that impact water quality. If septics and agri­
cultural activities are of concern then the three parameters 
above, along with nitrite plus nitrate, will be indicative. In 
addition, chloride may be a useful parameter for assessing the 
impact of septics on ground water. 

2/3 



By developing a geographicdlly accurate water qua~ty database 
most of the items in question 3 can be answered. The next step 
would be to establish criteria to identify the source (from exam­
ple; septic versus agricultural) of the pollution. Location 
specific water-quality standards can be established as the volume 
of data in the database increases. 

In summary, the "workshop" of technical experts held by the 
Commission should focus on; 1) priority issues within each of the 
above issues, 2) the amount of money and resources available to 
develop a technical basis for each of the issues. 

It would be quite risky and perhaps ultimately more costly to 
water resources management 

We suggest that the Com­
could be invested in the 

implement changes in any of the above 
issues without sound technical basis. 
mission determine the highest cost that 
technical basis of each of the issues. 

c: Jeff Hoffman 
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WzIIiam J. Cleary 
Executive Director 

New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
770 River Road • Hbt Trenton • New Jersey 08628 (609) 771-0099 

May 12, 1992 

The Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 7-
New Lisbon, N.J. 08064 

Attn: Terrence D. Moore, Executive Director 

FAX (609) 771-1729 

Re: Water Quality Management Topic for Pinelands 
Co~~ission Review 

Dear Mr. Moore: 

The New Jersey Concrete and Aggregate Association 
would like to supplement our prtor comments regarding the 
second review of the Pinelands Comprehensive Management 
Plan by addressing the recently"added sixth topic, water 
quality management. 

1. This Association supports an amendment to NJAC 7:50-
6.84(a)5 which would standardize stormwater 
management requirements throughout the State of New 
Jersey, specifically those being utilized by the 
NJDEPE, county Soil Conservation Districts, and 
municipal ordinances. Currently, projects within 
the Pinelands Area must comply with the discharge 
standard for runoff volume and rate from the 50-
year, 24-hour storm, while often simultaneously 
being required to show compliance with different 
discharge standards of local, county or State 
agencies. Not only is this process redundant, but 
the design of a stormwater management system is made 
more difficult by the need to comply with the 
diverse standards of the various regulatory agencies 
involved. 

It should be noted that this industry is currently 
subject to 7:50-6.66(a)7, which requires that 
surface runoff be maintained onsite in a matter that 
provides for onsite recharge to groundwater; 
consequently this amendment does not directly impact 
the resource extraction industry. 



Page 2 - May 12, 1992 
Terrence D. Moore 

2. Regarding the usage of additional water quality 
parameters as indicators of overall water quality, 
this Association questions the documented need for 
additional indicators. Given that new development 
has been required to demonstrate compliance with 
existing CMP water quality standards, what evidence 
has emerged since-1980 that regulated development 
has produced an adverse impact on overall water 
quality or contravened the existing standard? If no 
such evidence has been documented, the need for 
additional standards seems unwarranted. 

The use of additional water quality parameters would 
also require the use of additional dilution models 
in order to demonstrate compliance. The need for 
additional parameters must be evaluated in light of 
existing models, their application to the additional 
parameters, and their application given the unique 
hydrological characteristics of the Pinelands. The 
use of additional parameters, and models to evaluate 
the~se parameters, should be balanced by the clear 
docu~ented need for additional indicators of water 
quality. 

Thi.s Association would also recommend that the 
Corr~ission assume a more active stance in resolving 
the discrepanCies of NJDEPE-mandated water quality 
standards which may not be representative of the 
Pinelands Area. For example, the (relatively) hjgh 
range of pH values required by NJPDES permits is not 
reflective of the natural low pH waters of the 
Pinelands. This has resulted in problems for 
members of this industry who operate within the 
Pinelands Area. It is requested that any future 
water quality parameters used for regulatory 
purposes in the Pinelands Area be consistent with 
the usage of those parameters by other State 
agencies; or alternatively, that the Commission 
become more active in working with the NJDEPE 
(and/or USEPA) to promulgate water quality standards 
within the Pinelands Area which are indicative of 
the unique hydrological characteristics of the 
region. 
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Terrence D. Moore 

If you should have any questions regarding the 
information contained herein, please do not hesitate to 
call. 

Sincerely, 

dl~&c 
WilliamJ. Cleary, CAE 
Executive Director 
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